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PAGE 1 OF AGENDA

Meeting: JOINT POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION

Date:.
Day:
Time:

Place:

*3.

April 9, 1987
Thursday
7:30 a.m.

Metro, Conference Room 330

MEETING REPORT OF MARCH 12, 1987 - APPROVAL REQUESTED.

AMENDING THE TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM FOR TRI-MET
SECTION 6 DEMONSTRATION GRANT - APPROVAL REQUESTED - Richard
Brandman. '

APPROVING THE FY 88 UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM - APPROVAL REQUESTED.
CERTIFYING THAT THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA IS IN COMPLIANCE
WITH FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING REQUIREMENTS - APPROVAL
REQUESTED - Andy Cotugno.

AMENDING THE SECTION 3 LETTER-OF-INTENT PROGRAM AND AUTHORIZING
THE ADDITION OF TWO NEW PROJECTS - APPROVAIL REQUESTED - Andy
Cotugno.

STATUS REPORT ON LRT CORRIDORS - INFORMATIONAL - Richard Brandman.

DISCUSSION OF LEGISLATION OF INTEREST TO TRANSPORTATION AGENCIES -
Andy Cotugno.

A. Transit Bills

. SB 5534 - Appropriating $8 million in transit capital
funding

. 8B 770 - Allowing refund of motor vehicle fuel taxes

SB 771 - Extends payroll tax to public agencies

SB 772 - Allows Tri-Met to use revenues for road purposes

.¥SB 773 - Allows Tri-Met to convert payroll tax to combined
payroll/wage tax

. HB 2813 - Allowing areas to petition for withdrawal from
the transit district

* x

B. Oregon Road Finance Study - HB 2112

"C. Surface Transportation Act Veto



JPACT
APRIL 9, 1987
PAGE 2 OF AGENDA

D. System Development Charges

HB 2783 - Allows new construction to be added to tax roles;
eliminates system development charges

HB 2785 - Setting policies and procedures for levying
"System Development Charges"

*Material enclosed.
NEXT JPACT MEETING: MAY 14, 1987 - 7:30 A.M.

NOTE: Overflow parking is available at the City Center parking
locations on the attached map, and may be validated at
the meeting.

Also enclosed for your information:

. Letter to Legislators on Regional LRT Priorities

. Letter from Jamesgs Rapp, City Manager of Sherwood, regarding Small
City representation on JPACT
Announcement of April 16 workshop on ODOT's proposed Highway Com-
patibility Guidelines (10:00 a.m. - Noon)
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MEETING REPORT

DATE OF MEETING: March 12, 1987
GROUP/SUBJECT: Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation
(TPACT)

PERSONS ATTENDING: Members: Richard Waker; Tom Brian; Fred Hansen;
Bob Schumacher; Pauline Anderson; Linore Allison;
Larry Deyo (alt.); Larry Cooper; Ron Thom; Bonnie
Hays; Earl Blumenauer; Lloyd Anderson; Rick Kuehn
and George Van Bergen

Guests: Tom VanderZanden, Clackamas County; Rick
Daniels, Bruce Warner, Roy Rogers and Frank
Angelo, Washington County; Mike McKillip, City of
Tualatin; Richard Ross, City of Gresham; Peter
Fry, Central Eastside Industrial Council; Steve
Dotterrer, City of Portland; Geraldine Ball, I-5
Corridor Transportation Committee; Gil Mallery,
IRC of Clark County; Bebe Rucker, Port of Port-
land; Susie Lahsene, Multnomah County; Bill Man-
derfeld and James Rapp, City of Sherwood; Paul
Haines, City of Lake Oswego; Larry Cole, City of
Beaverton; Ray Polani, Citizens for Better Tran-
sit; Lee Hames, Tri-Met; Howard Harris, DEQ; and
Ted Spence, ODOT

Staff: Marc Madden; Vickie Rocker; Andrew Co-
tugno; Richard Brandman; Cathy Thomas; Robert
Hart; James Gieseking; Karen Thackston; and Lois
Kaplan, Secretary

MEDIA: DeeDee Harrington and Harry Bodine, The Oregonian

SUMMARY :

Chairman Waker introduced and welcomed Mayor Tom Brian (Tigard) as
the new JPACT member representing the cities in Washington County.
Mayor Larry Cole (Beaverton) will serve as his alternate. Also an-
nounced was the selection of Councilor Marge Schmunk (Troutdale) to
the Committee representing the cities in Multnomah County.

TRIBUTE TO LARRY COLE

‘In appreciation for Larry Cole's longstanding efforts for JPACT, it

was moved and seconded that the following Resolution be adopted and
presented to him:

"WHEREAS, Larry Cole has been a member of the Joint Policy Ad-

visory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) since its creation;
and

"WHEREAS, his participation has contributed greatly to the spirit
of regional cooperation; and
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"WHEREAS, Larry has served dutifully and cheerfully and we look

forward to his continued service as an alternate to JPACT, now
therefore,

"BE IT RESOLVED, that JPACT extends to Larry Cole its gratitude
and best wishes."

Motion CARRIED unanimously.

REPRESENTATION ON JPACT

Councilor Larry Deyo spoke of Gresham's concern over the JPACT selec-
tion process for representation of the cities of Multnomah County.

He indicated that the purpose of JPACT was to have all components and
special interests of the jurisdictions addressed and felt that East
‘Multnomah County's constituency was not well represented. Because of
the huge population of the city of Gresham, it is the viewpoint of
Gresham that there is a disparity in representation to that of the
smaller cities. Some of the alternatives he suggested included: rep-
resentation of the smaller cities by their county representative and
setting a minimum population for addition of a city to JPACT (such as
all cities having 50,000 or more population).

Andy Cotugno indicated that the balloting for the alternate East Mult-
nomah County representative is still underway.

Chairman Waker asked that a copy of the JPACT selection procedure be
provided the members for further consideration, and staff was directed
to seek an alternate solution for representation for the cities of
Multnomah County.

Andy Cotugno reported that there is need to clarify the membership
procedure in that Wilsonville and several other cities fall in. two
counties. The Committee endorsed the principle that the cities will
vote on the JPACT representative for the county in which they have
the greatest share of their population.

MEETING REPORT OF JANUARY 8, 1987

The Meeting Report of the January 8 JPACT meeting was approved as
written.

FY 88 UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM

Andy Cotugno indicated that the draft FY 88 Unified Work Program was
reviewed by UMTA and FHWA on March 11, and that their comments and
those from TPAC would be reflected in the document to be considered
for approval at the April 9 JPACT meeting.
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RAILROAD ABANDONMENTS/ACQUISITIONS

Andy Cotugno provided a status report on the three metropolitan area
railroad corridors and activities related to each. The purpose was
to indicate that if any regional activities should be undertaken, it
will be taken up with JPACT. However, specific corridor activities
will be undertaken by groups specific to the corridor.

Included in the status report were the Southern Pacific-Jefferson
Street Branch (downtown Portland to Lake Oswego); Portland Traction
Company-Bellrose Line (Marquam Bridge to Milwaukie via Willamette
River to Gresham via Johnson Creek to Boring); and the Burlington
Northern (northwest Portland through the West Hills at Cornelius
Pass through the Sunset Corridor, Beaverton, Tigard and Tualatin).

Commissioner Blumenauer reported that there has been positive re-
sponse from Lake Oswego in providing some type of trolley service.
Issues being explored include fundraising, the type of trolley ser-
vice to be provided, integration of the Banfield vintage trolley
project with the Jefferson line, and ensuring legality of the rail-
road line and right-of-way. A discussion followed on the issue of
how long the trolley service would have to run in order to preserve
the right~of-way.

SOUTHWEST CORRIDOR STUDY DRAFT REPORT

Andy Cotugno reviewed the draft Southwest Corridor Study report re-
flecting TPAC's revised set of recommendations. Andy indicated that
approval of the "Draft" Conclusions, Recommendations and Evaluation
of Alternatives Report would allow public hearings to be held.

In review, Andy noted that the proposed RTP amendments dealt with
three components: 1) a common set of improvements needed on the
Arterial and Collector system; 2) the improvements in the transit
portion of the overall transportation system; and 3) the recommended
Bypass configuration and associated projects.

Linore Allison stressed the need to have language incorporated empha-
sizing that transit right-of-way should be preserved in the Bypass
alternative. Commissioner Hays of Washington County was also sup-
portive of such language.

Lloyd Anderson expressed concern that, when a freeway is built, it
stimulates urbanization, and he felt there could be some pressures
regarding expansion of the existing Urban Growth Boundary. In re-
sponse, Commissioner Hays indicated that Washington County wants to
limit access and would not encourage urban development outside the
UGB. Andy Cotugno noted that, prior to any UGB amendments taking
place, it must first be demonstrated that there is a need for the
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additional land and that it cannot be provided more effectively else-
where. The need and availability of all public services serve as the
basis for such changes. Commissioner Blumenauer felt that the addi-

tional clarifying language was a compromise to let Washington County

proceed with the plan.

The implication that economic development and growth would occur as

a result of an expanded UGB (rather than residential development) was
further discussed, as was the possibility of attaching conditions on
UGB expansion. It was emphasized, however, that all UGB amendments
come under the review of the Metro Council and LCDC as safeguards.

Andy Cotugno reported that a variety of alternative Bypass alignments
were considered in the study and noted that the recommended genera-
lized alignment has the concurrence of Washington County. Engineer-
ing reconnaissance support was provided by ODOT prior to the recom-
mendation. Mayor Tom Brian (Tigard) also indicated that the cities
of Washington County supported the proposed alignment.

Rick Kuehn noted ODOT support of the project but stated the need for
~the region to develop a comprehensive package of large-scale projects.
He indicated that the Governor would prefer not to see the RTP amended:
piece-meal but through a complete regional process addressing all the
outstanding corridor issues. Andy Cotugno responded that there are
two major corridor studies underway -- the Southeast Corridor and
~I-84/U.5. 26 -- and that the recommendations from those studies will
be reflected in future RTP amendments.

Fred Hansen spoke of environmental concerns with regard to the Tuala-
tin River and attaining air quality in downtown Portland. He was
uncomfortable in supporting the study prior to those issues being
covered in more detail. The need to identify which environmental
factors may have an impact for study in the Draft EIS was stressed.
Also to be addressed is the identification of where transit is going
to be able to be implemented. Andy Cotugno noted that an ozone analy-
sis was done for the full RTP, and that the plan calls for a signifi-
cant amount of transit. Fred Hansen questioned the amount of transit
that is tied into the Southwest Corridor and its impact on air quality.

Lloyd Anderson cited the need to re-examine the process of how we
“allocate funding resources in the area and the criteria for allo-
cating those funds. He felt the issue should be discussed in a re-
gional forum, and that a white paper should be prepared on such cri-
teria. Commissioner Hays agreed that the process for distribution
of funds would have to be adopted prior to final adoption of the re-
port, and extended her appreciation to the participants of the study.

It was the consensus that language reflecting consideration of tran-
sit right-of-way be incorporated for the Bypass alignment in the de~
sign and engineering studies.
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Commissioner Blumenauer felt that it is JPACT's expectation that the

environmental issues will be addressed further as will the expansion
issues of the UGB.

Rick Kuehn stated he would not support adoption of the draft report
until there is a more complete regional package of projects that
would go into the RTP Update.

Action Taken: It was moved and seconded to recommend approval of the

Draft Southwest Corridor Study Conclusions, Recommendations and Eval-

‘uation of Alternatives Report for the purpose of conducting public

hearings. Motion CARRIED. Linore Allison, Fred Hansen and Rick

‘Kuehn dissented.

'HOUSE BILL 2270

A memo was distributed relating to House Bill 2270 sponsored by Rep-
resentative Ron McCarty which provides $6 million toward PE, land
acquisition and construction of LRT in the I-205 corridor. Inasmuch
as the I-205 corridor has not been designated a regional priority for
LRT and is not included in the Regional Transportation Plan, this
matter was referred to JPACT. Andy Cotugno then reviewed the follow-
ing recommendations as a substitute for purposes stated in the bill:

Secure funding for capital and operating purposes for the existing
system as a first priority before funds are sought to expand the
LRT system;

. Seek local match to allow the next step toward LRT to proceed in
three regional corridors: 1) Sunset LRT (proceed with PE and
Final EIS through UMTA with available and programmed UMTA Section 9
and Interstate Transfer funds); 2) McLoughlin LRT (consider pro-
ceeding with Alternatives Analysis/Draft EIS through UMTA with
Interstate Transfer funds set aside in the McLoughlin Corridor pro-
gram) ; and 3) I-205 LRT (determine whether or not to initiate PE
and a Final EIS through FHWA with available Interstate "buslane
transfer" funds).

. Continue feasibility studies of LRT in Barbur and Macadam corridors
and for extensions and branches. As needed, seek funds to conduct
reconnaissance engineering for protection of specified alignments
in local plans.

There was consensus that legislation should be pursued to implement
the above priorities and that projects of lesser priority should not
be at the expense of regional priorities. It was also agreed that
the language regarding the priority of bus capital funding should be
strengthened (language to be provided by Tri-Met).

A letter was introduced from the City of Milwaukie expressing its con-
cerns over the potential legislation which would circumvent the local
prioritization process of all regional transportation projects.
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Action Taken: There was consensus that a letter be drafted on behalf

of the region seeking legislation to implement the priorities in ques-
tion.

INVITATION TO GOVERNOR GOLDSCHMIDT

In the spirit of regional cooperation, there was consensus that Gover-
nor Neil Goldschmidt be invited to address JPACT at his earliest con-
venience.

SECTION 3 "TRADE" LETTER OF INTENT

Andy Cotugno reviewed the status of the Section 3 Trade Program, as
outlined in his memo. He noted that the TIP Subcommittee has a
process underway to recommend changes in allocation of the Section 3
Trade funds and asked for JPACT concurrence of the proposed actions.

Andy reported that the Port of Portland has requested that some of
the funds be allocated for an airport transit station.

Action Taken: The Committee concurred in the proposed actions of the
TIP Subcommittee for the allocation of Section 3 Trade funds recog-
nizing that any funding actions would be back to JPACT for approval.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business,bthe meeting was adjourned.

REPORT WRITTEN BY: Lois Kaplan

COPIES TO: Rena Cusma
Dick Engstrom
JPACT Members



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No,

Meeting Date

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. , FOR THE
PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (TIP) TO INCLUDE A SECTION 6
TRI-MET DEMONSTRATION PROJECT.

Date: March 31, 1987 » Presented by: Andy Cotugno

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Adopt the Resolution approving:

An addition to the TIP for the purpose of adding a Tri-Met
Demonstration Project to test the feasibility of instituting new
transit service operated by private sector transportation providers.

TPAC has reviewed this TIP amendment and recommends approval of
the Resolution.

Background

UMTA regqgulations require that transit agencies and Metropolitan
Planning Organizations involve private sector operators in the
earliest phases of transit project planning and development. UMTA
furthermore requires transit agencies to allow private sector pro-
Viders the opportunity to bid on new transit service and to evaluate
each route in the transit district to determine if it could be more
efficiently operated by private enterprise.

This demonstration project is responsive to the UMTA require-
ments and will provide funding for one year to allow bidding out of
two service areas to private transit operators. The operators and
Tri-Met will attempt to define the potential cost savings

attributable to this transit service. The project is broken into
two parts:

1. Phase I will provide funding for operating late-night
transportation service with small vehicles, such as
station wagons and vans, that are operated by the
private sector. Depending on actual costs, all or
part of the previous "owl" service will be replaced.
Analysis will then be performed to evaluate the
cost-efficiencies of providing this service. Data to
be collected will include miles of service, fare
recovery, transfers, ridership by hour on each route,
and number of fares inbound/outbound by the hour.

The total budget for this phase is $87,600. The data



and costs will then be analyzed by Tri-Met staff to
determine if this service is more efficient and
cost-effective.

2. Phase II will provide funding for a private
transportation enterprise providing fixed-route
service between the Hillside neighborhood and
downtown Portland. The private operator would seek
to demonstrate its ability to build ridership during
a one-year time period to a profitable level.
Similar data will be collected and analyzed for
Phase II as was collected for Phase I, The total
budget for this phase is $51,600.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution
No. .

RB/sm
7191C/496
03/31/87



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

) RESOLUTION NO.
)
(TIP) TO INCLUDE A SECTION 6 ) Introduced by the Joint
)
)

TRI-MET DEMONSTRATION PROJECT Policy Advisory Committee
on Transportation
WHEREAS, Through Resolution No., 86-686, the Council of the
Metropolitan Service District adopted the Transportation Improvement
Program and its FY 1987 Annual Element; and
WHEREAS, Tri-Met is seeking oppottunities to improve its
productivity and flexibility of operations; and
WHEREAS, The proposed project will attempt to demonstrate:
1. That the operation of late-night transit service can
be provided at a significantly lower cost with the
use of private station wagons and vans; and
2. That a private business can operate a transit line at
a profitable level given adequate time to build
ridership; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED,
1. That the Transportation Improvement Program and its
Annual Element be amended to include Tri-Met's Demonstration Project
using 100 percent UMTA Section 6 funds totaling $139,200.
2. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
finds the project in accordance with the region's continuing

cooperative, comprehensive planning process and, thereby, gives

Affirmative Intergovernmental Review approval.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1987,

Richard Waker, Presiding Officer

RB/sm-7191C/496
03/30/87



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No.

Meeting Date

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 87- FOR THE
PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE FY 1988 UNIFIED WORK
PROGRAM (UWP)

Date: March 30, 1987 Presented by: Andy Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

This resolution would 1) approve the UWP containing the trans-
portation planning work program for FY 1988, and 2) authorize the
submittal of grant applications to the appropriate funding agencies.

TPAC has reviewed the FY 88 Unified Work Program and recommends
approval of the Resolution.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The FY 1988 UWP describes the transportation planning activ-
ities to be carried out in the Portland/Vancouver metropolitan
region during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1987. 1Included in
the document are federally funded studies to be conducted by Metro,
Intergovernmental Resource Center of Clark County (IRC), Tri-Met,
the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and local juris-
dictions. Adoption of this resolution begins the second year of the
overall direction and funding established in the five-year
Prospectus, adopted in May 1986, and the specific work program for
FY 88. This work program is for the second of the four-year commit-
ment of funding from ODOT, Section 9 and the Interstate Transfer
Regional Reserve. Approval of the work program accomplishes the
annual required approval for use of these funds.

The UWP matches the projects and studies reflected in the
proposed Metro budget to be submitted to the Tax Supervisory and
Conservation Commission,

Approval will mean that grants can be submitted and contracts
executed so work can commence on July 1, 1987, in accordance with
established Metro priorities.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution
No. .

KT/sm
5348C/453-8
03/30/87



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE
FY 1988 UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM (UWP)

RESOLUTION NO.

Introduced by the Joint
Policy Advisory Committee
on Transportation

WHEREAS, The Unified Work Program (UWP) describes all
federally-funded transportation planning activities for the Portland/
Vancouver metropolitan area to be conducted in FY 1988; and

WHEREAS, The FY 1988 UWP indicates federal funding sources
for transportation planning activities carried out by the Metropoli-
tan Service District (Metro), Intergovernmental Resource Center of
Clark County (IRC), the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT),
Tri-Met and the local jurisdictions; and |

WHEREAS, Approval of the FY 1988 UWP is required to receive
federal transportation planning funds; and

WHEREAS, The FY 1988 UWP is consistent with the proposed
Metro budget submitted to the Tax Supervisory and Conservation
Commission; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
hereby declares:

1. That the FY 1988 UWP is approved.

2. That the FY 1988 UWP is consistent with the continuing,
cooperative and comprehensive planning process and is given positive

Intergovernmental Project Review action.



3. That the Metro Executive Officer is authorized to apply

for, accept and execute grants and agreements specified in the UWP.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1987,

Richard Waker, Presiding Officer

KT/sm
5348C/453-7
03/17/87



JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE
COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
AND OREGON STATE HIGHWAY ENGINEER

FOR THE PURPOSE OF CERTIFYING THAT
THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA IS

) RESOLUTION NO. 87-
)
IN COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL TRANS- ) Introduced by the Joint
)
)

PORTATION PLANNING REQUIREMENTS Policy Advisory Committee
on Transportation

WHEREAS, Substantial federal funding from the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration (UMTA) and Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) is available to the Portland metropolitan area; and

WHEREAS, FHWA and UMTA require that the planning process for
the use of these funds comply with certain requirements as a prerequi-
site for receipt of such funds; and

WHEREAS, Satisfaction of the various requirements is docu-
mented in Attachment "A"; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the transportation planning process for the Portland
metropolitan area (Oregon portion) is in compliance with federal
requirements as defined in Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations, Part

450, and Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 613.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1987.

Richard Waker, Presiding Officer

APPROVED by the Oregon Department of Transportation State
Highway Engineer this day of , 1987,

State Highway Engineer

AC/sm-6932C/491-2
02/02/87



ATTACHMENT A

Metropolitan Service District
Self Certification

Metropolitan Planning Organization Designation

The Metropolitan Service District (Metro) is the MPO designated
by the Governor for the urbanized areas of Clackamas, Multnomah
and Washington Counties, Oregon.,

Metro is a regional government with 12 directly elected
Councilors and an elected Executive Officer. Local elected
officials are directly involved in the transportation planning/
decision process through the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT) (see attached membership). JPACT pro-
vides the "forum for cooperative decision-making by principal
elected officials of general purpose local governments" as re-
quired by USDOT.

Agreements

Though cooperative working agreements between jurisdictions are
no longer required, several are still in effect:

a. A basic memorandum of agreement between Metro and the
Intergovernmental Resource Center (Clark County) which
delineates areas of responsibility and necessary coordina-
tion and defines the terms of allocating Section 8 funds.

b. An agreement between Tri-Met, Public Transit Division of

ODOT and Metro setting policies regarding special needs
transportation.

c. An intergovernmental agreement between Metro, Tri-Met and
ODOT which describes the roles and responsibilities of
each agency in the 3C planning process.,

d. Yearly agreements are executed between Metro and ODOT de-
fining the terms and use of FHWA planning funds and Metro
and Tri-Met for use of UMTA funds.

e. Bi-State Resolution -- Metro and Intergovernmental Re-
source Center (Clark County) jointly adopted a resolution
establishing a Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee.

Geographic Scope

Transportation planning in the Metro region includes the entire
area within the Federal-Aid Urban boundary.



Transportation Plan

The Regional Transportation Plan was adopted on July 1, 1982,
The document has had one approved housekeeping update

(October 1983) and is undergoing a major update. The short-
range Transit Development Program (TDP), the detailed transit
operations plan for the region, was adopted in 1980 and is
currently being updated by Tri-Met. The TDP is a prerequisite
for approval of federal transit assistance and continued delay
jeopardizes the region's certification. UMTA has indicated
that lack of an updated TDP results in an insufficient basis
for federal transit grant approvals,

Transportation Improvement Program

The FY 88 TIP will be adopted in August 1987 and will be
amended continuously throughout the year. Future amendments
will include authorization of FY 87 Interstate Transfer funds;
updates of the Section 3 Letter—of-Intent Program, the

Section 9 Capital Program and the state modernization program.

Public Involvement

Metro maintains a continuous public involvement process through
citizen members on technical advisory committees, newsletters
and press releases. Major transportation projects have citizen
involvement focused specifically on the special needs of the
Project. Of particular emphasis during FY 87 was involvement
in the Southwest Corridor study. This involved creation of a
Special citizens committee and review by various town halls,
community groups and business associates. As the Southeast
Corridor Study enlarges, a citizen group will be formed and
actively involved in the study process.

Air Quality

Oregon's State Implementation Plans for ozone and carbon monox-

%gg were both adopted by Metro and DEQ and approved by EPA in
2.

The Metro area is projected to be in compliance with both the
ozone and the carbon monoxide standard by 1987. The SIPs do
not contain new control measures on transportation modes in
order to reach attainment; rather, they rely on existing com-
mitments, programs and federal emission controls. Current
efforts are focusing on increasing the transit mode split
throughout the region and particularly to downtown Portland.

Civil Rights

Metro's Title VI submittal for FY 1985-86 was submitted to UMTA
in September 1985. UMTA approved the Title VI report with the
next update due in September 1987. Since the FHWA review in
June 1981, Metro has developed full plans for DBE, Equal
Opportunity and Citizen participation.
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10.

11.

Elderly and Handicapped

An Interim Special Needs Transportation Service Plan is in
effect. Appropriate parts of the new Special Needs Plan were
adopted as a portion of the RTP,

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program (DBE)

A revised DBE Program was adopted by the Metro Council in
December 1984. Overall agency goals were set for DBE's and
WBE's as well as contract goals by type. The annual goal for
all Department of Transportation-assisted DBE's is 10 percent
and WBE's is 3 percent. The DBE Program is very specific about
the RFP, bidding and contract process. In FY 87, no contracts
were executed using Department of Transportation funds. The
DBE/WBE goal may be partially met this fiscal year as some
contractual work may be done.

Public/Private Transit Operators

Tri-Met and C-TRAN are the major providers of transit service
in the region. Other public and private services are coordi-
nated by these operators.

C-TRAN contracts directly for commuter service with Evergreen
Stage Lines. This contract supplements Tri-Met and C-TRAN
service between Portland and Vancouver,

On a test basis, private operators are providing regular
service eliminated by Tri-Met. Evergreen Stage Lines is
providing service on the Westover line. A private cab company
(Broadway Cab) did provide the late night owl service, but
recently terminated their service due to funding problems.

Both Broadway and Evergreen are seeking demonstration funds
from UMTA to allow for a one year transition period (from
public to private operations) to rebuild patronage to former
levels. 1In addition, the Buck Medical Service provides service
on the Molalla to Oregon City line and on the Milwaukie Transit
Center to Clackamas Town Center line.

Tri-Met also contracts for elderly and handicapped service with
private entities such as the Broadway/Radio Cab Joint Venture
and Special Mobility Services, Inc., and public agencies such
as the Community Action Agencies of Clackamas and Multnomah
Counties. Tri-Met also coordinates those agencies using
federal programs (UMTA's 16(b) (2)) to acquire vehicles.
Service providers in this category include Clackamas County
Loaves and Fishes, the Jewish Community Center, Special
Mobility Services, Inc. and others.

Tri-Met and Metro are also implementing a work program to
ensure additional private sector participation in provision of
transit service as soon as practicable. Special airport



transit services are also provided in the region (RAZ Trans-
portation and Beaverton Airporter Services). Involvement with
these services is limited to special issues.

6932C/491-2
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STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No.

Meeting Date

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 87-__  FOR THE
PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE SECTION 3 "LETTER-OF-
INTENT" PROGRAM AND AUTHORIZING THE ADDITION OF
TWO NEW PROJECTS

Date: March 31, 1987 Presented by: Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

This resolution would 1) amend the Section 3 "Letter-of-Intent"
Program based upon updated project costs and schedules and a pending
request to extend the program to 1992; and 2) authorize the addition
to the program of a transit station at Portland International
Airport and Lake Oswego.

TPAC has reviewed this amendment and recommends approval of the
Resolution.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Section 3 "Letter-of-Intent" provides a $76.8 million
transit capital commitment for the time period through FY 88 to the
Portland region for the purpose of improving the bus elements of the
transit system; an amendment to extend the Letter-of-Intent to FY 92
has been requested. The status of the program is as follows:

- $48.4 million of grants have been awarded and is available
for expenditure (including $1.2 million for contingencies).

- $9.7 million is programmed to complete the above projects.

- $16.9 million is programmed for projects that have not yet
been initiated (including $1.3 million for contingency).

- $1.8 million remains unallocated.

The program was re-examined to determine whether the funds can
be fully committed to projects previously authorized. If not,
considerations should be given to initiating some alternate projects
to ensure the funds can be fully expended. After reviewing costs
and schedules, it is apparent that only a small amount remains to be
reprogrammed. This resolution would update project costs and
schedules and add two new projects with the following highlights:

- $2.5 million in contingencies is retained to allow for
cost increases as project development proceeds.




- $2.3 million is set aside for traffic management improve-
ments in Washington County and Beaverton that remains to
be allocated to specific projects; a consultant's recom-
mendations are pending.

- $4.7 million is set aside for improvements in downtown
Portland that remains to be allocated to specific
projects; several possibilities are under consideration.

- $1.2 million from funds previously allocated to Clackamas
County is included for the addition of a new project --
the Lake Oswego Transit Station.

- $1.7 million from funds previously uncommitted in the
Westside Reserve is recommended to be allocated to
construction of a transit station at the Portland
International Airport.

- Of the projects noted above, the source of local match
support remains a concern for $16.6 million for which
Tri-Met will not be able to provide the match (see
Exhibit "A").

Alternatives for the use of these funds that are not
recommended at this time are as follows:

- Routine transit capital such as bus replacement parts and
equipment and additional LRT park-and-ride lots will be
funded from Section 9 capital funding available to Tri-Met.
In the event this source is insufficient, contingencies
and reserves left in the Section 3 "Letter-of-Intent”
Program, as well as funds resulting from projects dropped
due to lack of match or ineligibility, may be sought at a
future date. A subsequent TIP amendment will be required
for this action.

- Funding for expansion of the transit system is not
recommended with these funds because the amount available
to consider using for other projects ($1.8 million) is
simply not sufficient to fund any expansion-related
capital improvements. Possibilities (if funds were
available) could be: fleet expansion (both bus and LRT),
LRT extensions (such as Sunset and/or I-205) and Jefferson
Street trolley. Section 3 "Discretionary" funding will
have to be sought at a later date for these purposes.
Since funds from this Letter-of-Intent are not proposed
for this purpose, an amendment to remove the "non-rail"
restriction will not be sought.

The TIP Subcommittee will continue to monitor this program and
return, if additional actions are necessary due to changes resulting
from Tri-Met's adoption of a Transit Development Program, changes in
project funding eligibility or new information on deadlines.



EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution
NOI L)

AC/sm
7229C/496-4
03/31/87



EXHIBIT "A"

Section 3 Letter-of-Intent

Local Match Status

Projects for which local match is committed:

Project Federal $/Match $

Match Source

Bus Purchases (Balance) $5,564,800/$1,391,200

Ajirport Transit Station 1,700,000/ 425,000
(assumes UMTA elig.)

Support Services 1,500,000/ 375,000
Section 3 Trade Reserve 105,559/ 26,390
Transit Transfer 2,692,976/ 673,244

North Terminal Facility 1,040,000/ 260,000

Westside TSM - Lovejoy 28,160/ 7,040
Ramp

Transit Mall Est. North 2,944,000/ 736,000

Glisan Street Bus Lanes 363,200/ 90,800
Oregon City Transit 840,140/ 210,035
Station

Development of Tigard 891,024/ 222,756

Transit Center
Beaverton Park-and-Ride 800,000/ 200,000

Sunset Transit Center & 8,489,235/ 2,122,309
Park—-and-Ride

Westside Bus Garage - 388,538/ 97,135
Phase III
Washington County TSM 1,339,960/ 334,990

(initial program)
Hillsboro Transit Center 1,595,202/ 398,800

Beaverton Transit Center 3,461,600/ 865,400

lsame as project to which allocated.

State

Port of Portland

(1)
Tri-Met

15% City of Port./
5% Tri-Met

Portland Develop-
ment Commission

City of Portland

City of Portland
City of Portland
City/County Urban
Renewal District/
State

Lottery

Lottery

Lottery & Private

City of Beaverton/
Washington County

Lottery

City of Hillsboro

Lottery



Projects for which local match is not committed:

Project

Park-and-Ride Lot Engineering
West Burnside/Morrison TSM
S.W. Transit Transfer Points
Downtown Portland TSM

Lake Oswego Transit Center &
Park—~and-Ride

Oregon City Park-and-Ride

Tigard Park-—-and-Ride

Washington County TSM (Balance)
Washington Square Transit Center
Tanasbourne Transit Center
Tualatin Transit Center

Central Beaverton TSM
Contingencies (3)

TOTAL UNCOMMITTED

AC/sm
7229C/496-2
03/31/87

Federal $/Match §

$ 295,494/% 73,874
78,240/ 19,560
1,200,000/ 300,000
4,699,460/ 1,174,865
1,200,000/ 300,000

1,200,000/ 300,000
1,565,217/ 391,304
1,175,183/ 293,796
320,000/ 80,000
560,000/ 140,000
720,000/ 180,000
1,138,400/ 284,600
2,500,000/ 625,000
$16,651,994/$4,162,999



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE
SECTION 3 "LETTER-OF-INTENT"

) RESOLUTION NO.

)
PROGRAM AND AUTHORIZING THE ) Introduced by the Joint

)

)

ADDITION OF TWO NEW PROJECTS Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation

WHEREAS, The Section 3 "Letter-of-Intent" Program was
established by Resolution No. 82-323; and

WHEREAS, A re-evaluation of the remainder of the program is
needed; and

WHEREAS, New projects recommended for funding are consis-
tent with the Regional Transportation Plan and the I-205 Transitway
Study; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
amends the Transportation Improvement Program for the remainder of
the Section 3 "Letter-of-Intent" Program costs and schedules as
reflected on Attachment "A."

2, That the staff is directed to incorporate in the next
ordinance to update the Regional Transportation Plan the addition of
a Portland International Airport Transit Station.

3. That the TIP is amended to add the following projects:

Lake Oswego Transit Station $1.2m

Portland International Airport
Transit Station $1.7m



4. That these actions are consistent with the Regional

Transportation Plan and affirmative Intergovernmental Project Review

is hereby given.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1987.

Richard Waker, Presiding Officer

AC/gl
7229C/496-2
03/25/87



ATTACHM T "A"

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAT
QUARTERLY REPCRT FO% QUARTER ENDING 31-DEC 86

PROPOSED SECTION 3 TRADE CAPITAL PRCGRAM

UMTa SECTIGN 3 TRADED CAPITAL PROGR&M

PHASEL 24-Mar-87

MAR204. DAT/CATITA. NDX PaGE 1
FAR24D. TXT

OBLICATED 1987 1988 1989 1990 1771 1992 AUTHORIZED GRE&HTH

TRI-MET ' o
c#u%] WESTSIDE CORRIDOR RESERVE(T)uasxadf117u31 4000400010, O d A% N0 O MM HE R A 44045 <4 BN AR BUGBAEAARNOI007% H A 33327
43832 BUS PURCHASES #3411 5431 93040, 00010 DUNNOHNE A YA HNHBBBDUBDUNRUBINNA Y 43 4 1 ~ {43 BUHUDBLADDBNRSEI 00008 N4 30535
cap 4, 608, 408 956,392 0 0 0 J 0 3,564, 800

TOTAL 4, 608, 408 936, 3792 0 0 0 4] 0 5,564, 800

#un3 AIRPCRT TPAH'-‘IT SI‘ATIDN(PORT OF PORTLAND) 43111 1 24 PHASE A B 0010, GHBNHO0NTY 1301 11 1R600BO0NDHNRNRHRIII000008  H/ A 022300
CONST 1,700,009 0 0 J 0 1,700,000

TOTAL 0 O 1,700,000 4 0 9 0 1,760,000

4444 PARK AND RIDE LOT Eqsmgggwr‘(a;—my_wuc/nr,uaxuuqs‘saaqqsnuowm)_onuuuuuau QA ARNHAR R TAUHANANNNY 0% H/h 30035
PE 293,494 0 0 J 0 295, 494

TOTAL 293,494 O 0 0 0 1) 0 295,494

€485 WESTSIDE BUS GARASE-PHASE IIunxuuq?{‘éus’azua TN A0, O3 420 TAXHVOOCLOGRGHHN LY 18 20 4 122 AR AXANL BOOOHOBRBIO0008 H/A 30327
CONST 5,642,810 0 0 9 0 3, 640,810

cap 594, 803 0 O 0 0 Q 0 594, 803

TOTAL 6,23%, 613 0 9 0 0 J 0 6,235,613

wi¥d SUPPORT S:RVICES... RELOCATIOH & APPRATSAL COSTS/CIST ALLO:AHDWNNKHWO?N?S?;: do50d 440, OHIH HORAMUAARADDO00H H/ 4 0927
OTHER 592.766 907,234 9 0 1,500,000

TOTAL 592, 766 O 907,234 0 0 D 0 1,500,000

a7 SECTION 3 TRADE RESERVEMWOanau7d] #3364 00310, AN 14 4 00000B0BOBONHNO N a 431 £4.0 0 4404 SOB00M 1000000001 02000% H/A 3G227
OTHER 0 0 0 0 0 D, 105, 559 105,359

TOTAL 0 0 9 0 0 0 103, 359 103,539

3149 BANFIFLD TRANSTITUAY N ##udNG2ANZARRS R ¥0#H0, (I BN 44 S U DO OOH N A< H 4 11 s S URX AR OAU RN N ANUON000 FEPLT  ICT25

CONST 20, 139, 000 0 2 0 0 ) 0 20, 130, 009
TOTAL 20, 170, 000 0 0 0 0 J 0 20,150, 00



HETROPOLITAM SERVICE DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PRCGRaN
SUARTERLY REPCRT FUR QUARTER ENDING 31-DEC 86

PROPOSED SECTION 3 TRADE CAPITAL PROCwAN

UMTA SECTICH 3 TRADED CAPITAL PROGREN

PHASE1 24~Har-87
MAR204. DAT/CATISA.NDX PAGE 2
MARZ4AD. TXT

OBLICATED 1987 1988 1989 1990 1771 1992 AUTHORIZED GRAMTH

v,y . T e S, S Y T, 4Oy e T S e ey e O e ] g Y o Y L S e e A S, W 0, S, g g gy o

TRI-MET (COWTIMUED)
TOTAL TRI-HET

PE 293,494 0

0 0 0 9 0 295,494
CONST 23, 790, 810 0 1,700,000 0 0 9 0 27,490,819
cap 5,203, 211 956, 392 Q 0 0 9 0 6,159, 603
OTHER 592,766 0 907,234 0 0 0 103, 559 1. 605,559
TOTAL 31.882. 281 956, 371 2,607,234 0 0 D 103,559 33,551, 455



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
TRANSPGR TATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
QUARTERLY REPCRT FOW QUARTER EMDING 31-DEC 86

PROPOSED SECTIOM 3 TRADE CAPITAL PROCwAM

UHTA SECTICGN 3 TRADED CAPITAL PROGRAH

PHASE1 24-Har-87
HAR206.DAT/CAT35A. NDX PAGE 3
FMARZAD. TXT
OBLIGATED 1987 1988 1589 1990 1991 1992 AUTHORIZED GR‘HTR
CITY OF PORTLAND
x;u? TRANSIT TRANSFER EROJECTHSHENAHNS7EMI220 S HONN 1O, OMUAL N AN Lo 4 M43 M UICHTN NN 440 3 44 A3 1002 OO 000 0000000000008 H/A 0027
168, 349 0 Q 0 0 D) 0 148, 349
CDNST 880,971 0 9 0 Q D) Q 880,971
RECRY 9 Q 328, 0¢9 328,020 328, 000 328.090 331, 656 1,643, 656
TOTAL 1,049,320 0 328, 000 328,000 328, 000 228, Q009 331, 656 2,692,976

%410 WEST BURNSIDE/MORRISON TSM IﬁpRDUENENTSHn"n!u“a40“%?2°%4:<0x§$0,0fﬂﬁﬁ!ﬂ!!%!:a#nﬁ::usuﬂdunﬁﬂiu!M!K“!Ku!n!OQOOO! Fely822 0727
PE

12, 200 0 0 0 9 0 10, 209
CONST 68, 040 0 0 0 0 Q 0 468, 049
TOTAL 78,240 0 0 0 0 9 0 78,249
¥#11 NORTHWEST TRANSIT STATIONSi##asiuuas0Z243240 00130, OHARS N $0000000B0000N0B0 D 4.0 43 24 60 A 4 T00000ne0I000 H/A o0
#4312 NORTH TERMIMNAL FACILITY#xunnnusi8643240 480840, QUABAMN 4433 D0 HNANIN N a Y 19 42 1Y S0 d QIO UN DOHBUODHUOI00008 NN\A acoi3s
. J6, 000 0 0 0 0 9 0 36, 009
R/U 688, 000 0 0 0 0 1) 0 688, 009
CONST 316,000 0 0 0 0 9 0 316,009
TOTAL 1,042, 000 0 0 0 0 D] 0 1,040,003
¥¥13 WESTSIDE TSM-LAVEIDY RAMPHM¥MaaPOPrI37 441020, QX314 4 A1 41000 01 1344 2 $ 00 AU NHNNOSUOENeEI00000%. M4 30927
! 2,560 0 0 0 0 D] 0 2,569
CONST 23, 600 0 9 0 0 9 Y 25, 600
TaraL 28, 160 0 .9 0 0 9 0 28, 160
4114 WESTSIDE TSM-SYLUVAN BUS PdLLDJT:nuua:uu813n3:3§5uqouaxo_canxa:xxunuu;unx;xuaa:a4u:4«:snuxuun:1xxu§n§uuxuooooou H/ 4 30927
PE 2,611 0 0 0 Q9 -2, 611 D]
CONST 26,109 0 0 0 9 =24, 109 0
T0TAL 28,720 0 O 0 0 2 ~28,720 9
#1iS SOUTHUEST TPAHQIT TRAHSFER poxursnxuuéx:uaiﬁu IS AAAGA N A0, OUFAHX N AN AL BUNRMNYY 14D 14 JIHNBHNNLIN AL AA00000% H/G 00309
REGRY Q 1,200,000 ) 0 1, 200, 002

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 1, 200, 000 ' 9 0 1,200, 000



METROPCLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVENMENT PROGRAM
QUARTERLY REPURT FUN QUARTER ENDING 31-DEC 86

PROPOSED SECTION 3 TRADE CAPITAL PROGRAH

UMTA SECTICN 3 TRADED CAPITAL PROGRAH

PHASEL 24-Har-87
FMAR206. DAT/CAT3SA. NDX PACE 4
HAR24D. TXT

OBLIGATED 1987 1988 1989 1990 1691 1992 AUTHORIZED GR&HTH
CITY OF PORTLAND (CONTINUED) o o ST
%146 DOWHTOWN FORTLAND TSHau#uddas81983434¢Hu0auyC O AN AU A4 NS A NANNANRM L IR NN R Y 41 1000000 NN AR X 4000008 N4 [3ie20:9)
RESRV Q 0 Q Q Q Q 4, 699, 460 4, 499, 460
TOTAL 0 Q 0 4] 0 0 4, 699, 450 4, 699, 469

##17 SUNSET TRUNKLINE TRANSIT TRANSFER POINTSHM M= o3dx821¥2ITdY4HOHENQ, QI YINNEOINY 1840 1% UGN MR R R R XU R IHHO0000H H/A 005

#ui8 TRANSIT HALL EXTERSION Nommununmezz&adéwaacmwo.ouuuun:uuuuuanxmwnuw«uuuuuuun#u!xuo‘)ooox MIZC 36335
PE 1

42, 000 . 0 Q2 0 140, 000
REGRY 0 0 O 2,804, 000 0 0 ] 2,804, 000
TOTAL 140, 000 0 0 2,804, CQ0 0 9 Q 2,944, 000
u19 CITY OF PORTLAND cuurmcmr'vxuunuauasarés/’uuwowmo O 3 Y O BUHEBROEUEOREINE 010 008 3 1 BOBGHRENNUBUOOE 00000 H/A 0G300
RESRY 409, 0C0 0 0 D) 14 409, 009
OTHER 186, 000 O ) ¢ 0 DJ 0 186, 009
TOTAL 184, 000 0 409, 000 ¢ 0 D) 0 595,000
%120 GLISAN STRFET BUS LAHDinwu#2851 2345 s ua0030, OO0 A 1 A 4 H AL R HHAOBOO0NT 10 4479 4 1 1000000 ONDBHeOEQ0000%  FAMNII4 20135
PE 37,360 Q 92 0 Q D 0 37, 369
COHST 325, 840 0 0 0 0 ] 0 323,840
TOTAL 343, 200 0 0 0 0 D g 363, 209
TATAL CITY OF PORTLAND
PE 397,080 0 0 ) 0 0 -2,611 394, 459
R/U 688, 000 0 Q 0 0 D 0 688, 009
CORST 1,642,540 0 ) 0 0 0 -26, 109 1,4616.451
RESRY 0 0 737,030 3,132,000 1,528,000 328, 3 5:.031,116 10,756,116
OTHER 184, 000 0 0 _ 0 0 ! 0 186,009
TOTAL 2,913 640 0 737,000 3,132,000 1,528,000 328, ¢ 5,002,398 13,641,036



METRCPOLITAN SERUiCE DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION IHPROVEMENT PROGRAM
QUARTERLY REPORT FOR QUARTER ENDING 3i-DEI 84
PROPDSED SECTION 3 TRADE CAPITAL PROGRANM
UnTA SECTION 3 TRACED CAPITAL PROCRAM
PHASF1 24-tar-87
HAR204. DAT/CAT3SA. NDX
MAR24D. TXT
OBLIGATED 1987 igee 1989 1990 1991 1992 AUTHORIZFD

CLACKﬂnﬁS CUUMTY
;Ea HILUAIKIE TRANSIT STATIONM DEUELUPFENTxuuun144n°17xauoauzo.Oxnwnnxuumuu 1A S SAHDENN L0000 R000008 N/A

o e - B i R O e Lo B T, JEC R T o S T - e oy " " L N e ]

3, 200 0 0 D o] 3,200

CONST 14, 800 0 2 0 ¢ 9 0 14,8090

T07TAL 18. 000 4] g ] 0 9 Q0 18,000
u22 OREGOH CITY TRANSIT STATIONH:M&&“S“SIEWa:o“uo.o:mauuwxnauunuﬂd:san-‘.:u:sxnuuu:nxuauanannooomu H A

82 0 0 J 0 50,820

Rou 608 009 o g 0 0 b 0 08, 000

CONST 181,320 Q 0 0 0 9 0 181,329

TOTAL 840, 140 0 0 0 0 0 0 840, 14)
ugg LAKE OSWEGD T’M‘\!SIT CEHTER AND PARK AMD ngawxxuwum?;é‘tdwuowuo.cnuuxnuumuasauxuxuuuuuuau())ooo: M7z

RELR 1, 200, 000 0 ) 0 1, 200, 009

TOTAL O 0 0 1,200,000 0 9 ¢ 1,200, 009
#1424 DEVELOPMENT CF MILUWAUKIE PARK AND RIDEnsndnun34404321 13481 nﬁﬂO.ou&aauauanan«a:1~u*J:uc:xuuununnanxuununuO)ooou t/8

Au23 OREGOM CITY PARK—AND-RIDE*xxnxn5n674a32=aax:ouna o BHA AR A A4AMCINNLONHO AR RN 1029 01 103 SHHRNAH SO R AAASOD000 WG

REZRY 0 0 950, 000 240, 000 2 0 1, 200,009
TOTAL 0 0 0 960, 000 240,000 Q -0 1,200,000
xng CLACKQH#S CUUHT{ coquNGEHPYunuxnauuasbuésauaanﬁnno.Qu::ﬁgxnanranunaxnunﬁqu=q14-444:auuxnux:u!xuuuuxnaOOOOOu M6
RETR 147,494 0 0 2 0 142,494
UTHER 60,000 0 0 0 9 0 60, 000
TOTAL 60, 000 0 142,494 0 0 0 0 202, 494

TOTAL CLACKAMAS COUNTY

PE 54, 020 0 0 0 0 2 0 54, 020
R/U 608, 000 0 9 0 0 0 0 608, 000
CONST 194, 120 0 2 0 0 D] 0 196,129
REGRY 2 0 142,494 21 160,000 240, 000 9 0 2,542, 494
OTHER 62: 000 0 0 Q 0 9 0 60, 009
TOorAL 918,149 0 142, 494 21 160, 600 240,000 J 0 3+ 460, 634

PACE S

GRAHTH

30527

30327

9Cx20

30927

22327

002



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
TRAHSPORTATION IFNPROVEMENT PROGRAM
QUARTERLY REPORT FUR QUARTER ENDING 31-DEL B84
PROPOSED SECTIOM 3 TRADE CAPITAL PROGwAH

UMTA SECTION 3 TRADED CAPITAL PROCRAM

PHASEL 24-Har-87
IMAR206. DAT/CAT3SA. NDX PAGE &
MAR24D. TXT

OBLIGATED 1987 1?88 1989 1990 1971 1992 AUTHORIZED GRALTH

-y gy o, X ooty 1y, A T T e S LT | TR S L e, e e e g B, ey g o~y o, -,y o,y oy

UA"HIN“TON COUNTY
$#27 D_UELUPFE;TIGF TIGA4RD TRMSIT CENTERxxuxmu;[’1!31%316:4 AHQUAKO, QHUNAHERAN YN 480 1" :auuwuucuuuduuuo)ooon H/ G 30727

PE 0 0 2 0 47,184
R/7U 408, 000 O Q 0 Q 0 0 408, 009
COMST 435, 840 0 0 0 Q D 0 435, 84)
ToTAL 891,024 0 0 ¢ 0 0 0 891,024
$u238 DEVELOPHENMT OF TIGARD PARK AND RIDE# e uus ¥ uA2SHZILUNNA0Y 220, CHUMICIHMMNAMUNA M LN 42 H X ~ g 2 0N UM OOEAXMANAAA00000% M/ 533527
RESRY Q aQ 1,280,000 283,217 D 0 1,565,217
TOTAL ¢ 0 D 1,280,000 283,217 9 0 1,563,217
4129 BEAVERTGH PARY-AND-RIDE STATION!”!!!!%”7OI!327§Haan;t M0, CAARHINHARMHMEBHEH AN S 342 an L0 R V000N 2000008 H/4 20035
PF 74, 490 D 0 D 0 74, 400
R/W 236, 000 0 0 0 0 2 0 234, 000
COMST 500, 800 0 3 0 0 D 0 500,809
RESRY 0 0 0 0 0 Q0 -11, 200 -11,200
TOTAL 811, 200 0 0 0Q 0 D] -11,200 800, 009
€420 SUMSET TDAHSIT CENTER AND PAR-(—A‘#D—RIDE STATIDHnuauuaxmz'tSEF‘Nu NOHEAQ, OHHN 004 140 195 QUBONE 00BN R0000% H/4 3¢127
PE "’ 20, 435 J 0 D] Q 320,435
R/W 2,943, 800 0 ) O Q 0 14} 2,948, 800
RESRY 9 0 3,700, 000 1,520,000 0 )] Q0 5,220, 009
TOTAL 3,269,235 0 3,700, 000 1,520, C00 0 0 0 8,489, 235
4131 WESTSIDE BUS GARAGF-PHASE nluuuuﬂmwz‘?wuouuo.oudaxwuuunxruxauwa ddadd N 4 INNHUAR SURAAR AN U HO0008 H/ G 50527
PE 36,538 D 0 0 2 0 36,538
CONST 352, 000 O Q 0 0 J 0 352,009
TOTAL 388, 538 0 0 (o} 0 D 0 388, 538
#u22 WASHINGTUN COUNTY TRAMSIT TSI'I IMPROVENENTSHH i 8 ust 7Q54 3000331 434303 &N0.0H*H A58 a 44 LN OOHE DOREOCOOE 000008 H/G 27
PE 115, 320 Q 0 0 0 115,325
R/Y 256, 000 0 0 0 0 Q Q 256, 000
COHST 969, 640 0 9 0 0 D Q 268, 649
REGRV 0 0 0 ¢ 0 0 1,175,183 1,175,183
TOTAL 1,339, 960 0 0 0 0 D} 1,175,183 2,515,143



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
TRANSPORTATION INEROVEMENT PROGRAM
QUARTERLY REPCRT FUK QUARTER EMDING 31-DER B84

PROPOSED SECTION 3 TRADE CAPITAL PROGWAN

unra SECTION 3 TRADED CAPITAL PROCRAM

PHASE1 24-tlar-87
MAR206.DAT/CATIFA. NDX PACE 7
MAR24D. TXT
0BLIGATED 1987 1988 1989 1990 1971 1992 AUTHOR IZED GRAIITH

WASHINGTON COUNTY (CONTINUED)

#1353 HILLEBORO TRANSIT CENTER UITH PARK AHD RIEE*41*ﬂ§§¥80°§33“ﬂ”§40§310.0§§N*¥*ﬂ4*§41’iﬁﬂiduﬁﬁxﬁﬂ1**#””**”““00000’ b/ 30327
PE 67,240 0 0 9 0 67, 240
R/UW 833,560 0 0 0 0 U] 0 855,560
COHST 672,402 ¢ 9 0 0 9 0 672, 402
TOTAL 1,593, 202 0 9 0 0 D 0 1,595,202

4134 BEAVERTOM TRANSIT CENTERMHMMHNHBGADISA N0, OUSY N ERG LA LI MHNYYMUNER 42 3 220 34 A AU HE MR LI HUR YR EHAHHON000H H/A 30007
PE . 2 0 0

' 0 0 0 J 0 289, 600
R/UW 1,012,000 0 9 0 0 D] 0 1,012,009
CONST 2, 160, 000 0 9 0 0 D 0 2,160,000
TOTAL 3, 461, 600 0 2 0 0 9 0 3) 441, 600

#135 WASHIMNGTOH QQUARE TRAHSIT CENTERnuua:naewx@cv\uaxuowxo.csuuxwunuuuu:uywuuxxuuuuanﬂxuo-)ooox /6 D000

RESRYV 0 1) 320, 000 320, 000
TOTAL O O 0 O 0 9 320, 000 320, 000
#3124 TANHESBOURHE TRQ,FIT CEHTERS Y uB1 78341 ¥ N 1CHNEQ, QU RS HIRANUAUNNNRN BN S 449594991 SN HN OO YN 000008 N/A GO0
RESRV 0 0 0 0 D] 560, 000 560, 000
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 Q 560, Q00 560, 000
#1237 TUALATIH TRA#SIT CENTER=® 81 BH 342 n s ux O n 40, cuuwuynmxuunnuuuwwuv.mu'w“uuunuuunoooooa H, 05300
RECRV 0 0 0 0 9D 720, 000 720, 000
TOTAL 0 0 0 1) 0 9 720,000 720,000
u?a GENTRAL B"'AVERTUN TSME A EUU NS 2083444 4 HOR 30, QDB NN 1S $HARDPNOOHBON AL I 42 1A O0DNGINECRRONI A A R00000% H/A 0000
REGR 0 0 1, 138, 430 0 D] 0 1,138, 400
TUTAL 0 0 0 1,128, 430 0 ) 0 1,138,409
#1397 WASHINGTON COJNTY CONTINGENCY«;uuunneaeuasswuouno.ouuu:nuunuuxnxa AR T RAANUAR R AR AARH AN HHARA000000 H/L 00230
REHRY 782, 2'07 0 9 0 782,207
OTHER 920, 299 0 0 0 D 0 920, 299

TOTAL 923,299 0 782, 207 0 0 0 0 1,702,506



RETROPOLITAN SERVICE CISTRICT
TRAMSPORTATION INPROVEMENT PROGRAM

QUARTERLY REPORT FUW JUARTER EMDING 31-DEL B6
PROPOSED SECTION 3 TRADE CAPITAL PROGRAN

PHASEL
MAR206. DAT/CAT3SA. NDX
MAR24D. TXT

OBLIGATED 1987 1988

WACHINGTON COUNTY (CONTINUED)
TOTAL WASHINGTON COUMTY

PE 950,717 0 0
R/ 5. 716, 360 0 0
CONST 5,089, 682 0 9
RESRY 9 0 4, 482, 207
OTHER 920,299 0 0
TOTAL 12,677,058 Y 4,482,207

;gTﬁL UMTA SECTION 3 TRADED CAPISAL PROGRAM

1,697,311
R/W 7,012,360 0 0
CONST 32,719,172 -1 1,700, 000
CAP 3,203, 211 956, 392 0
REGRV 0 0 5,361,701
OTHER 1,759,065 0 907,234
TOTAL 48,391,119 756, 371 7.968,933

24-Har-87

iepe 1990

0 0

0 0

- 0 0

3.938.408 285'215

3. 738, 400 28%, 217

0 4]

0 0

Q 0

0 0

9'230'408 2.053,213
@, 230, 400

2,053,217

UMTA SECTION 3 TRADED CAPITAL PROCRAN

1591

9
378, ¥
J
378, 09

1992
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0
0
0
2,763;983

2,763,983

-2,611

0

-26.108
7,793,009

105,559
7,871,938
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GRE:{TH

950,717
5.716, 360
5, 089, 482

11,459,807

920, 299

24, 144, 855

1,694,700
7,012,369
34, 393, 062
6,159, 603
24,768, 417
2,771,858
76, 800,000
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METRO  Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

Date:

To:

From:

Regarding:

April 2, 1987

JPACT

Richard Brandman, Senior Transportation Analyst

LRT Studies

Attached is a brief summary of findings from the Milwaukie,
Bi-State, I-205 and Sunset light-rail corridor studies.
These are presented to give a general idea of how the cor-
ridors compare. It is important to understand that rider-
ship forecasts in some corridors are for different horizon
years and that operating cost methodologies were revised
in some corridors, as the LRT study progressed.

Later this spring, after allowing for a reasonable time
period to ascertain actual Banfield LRT operating costs,
Tri-Met will reanalyze each corridor using current opera-
tions costs. Metro will also re-evaluate the projected
ridership in each corridor, using a common horizon year and
common population and employment forecasts.

RB:1mk
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Milwaukie Corridor Study

. Evaluated LRT alternatives from Hawthorne Bridge south on PTC right-
of-way to approximately Mitchell Street. Continuing to central
Milwaukie either on the PTC alignment, 17th Avenue through Sellwood
or adjacent to McLoughlin Boulevard.

Determined that it is essential to have a significant increase in
transit in the Milwaukie corridor by the mid-1990's to ensure that
McLoughlin Boulevard operates at an acceptable level of service and
to avoid traffic infiltration into local neighborhoods.

. Found LRT to be the most promising alternative to meet the transit
objective and that the life cycle costs would be 1.5 percent to
5.6 percent more costly than the bus alternative.

. Found that the McLoughlin Boulevard alignment has the greatest
ridership potential and recommended that both it and the PTC align-
ment be maintained for further study. Dropped Sellwood alignment
from further consideration.

Reserved $1,000,000 from McLoughlin Reserve for DEIS/PE.

. New developments since the corridor was analyzed include 1) the PTC
railroad may be sold to a private businessman; 2) OMSI may relocate
to property in the corridor near the Marquam Bridge; and 3) the
Oaks Amusement Park may be redeveloped into a major attraction.

Year 2000

Milwaukie Corridor Alternatives Comparison
(Dollars are in millions of 1984 dollars)

Expanded
Bus Service PTC LRT McLoughlin LRT
Daily Riders on Trunk 13,480 12,940 14,900
Daily Corridor Riders 33,760 33,840 34,030
P.M. Peak-Hour Riders 2,990 2,860 3,310
Travel Time (Minutes) 20.3 13.5 12.9
Initial Capital Cost $16.47 $77.00 $85.42
Additional Annualized * $2.23 $2.52
Capital Costs
Year 2000 Operating * $1.12 $2.11
Cost Savings
Total Additional Cost * $1.11 $0.41
in Year 2000 (+4.15%) (+1.53%)

*Total corridor costs in the year 2000 for the Expanded Bus Service
alternative are $22.87 million for operations, $3.85 million for
annualized capital, $26.72 million total.



Bi-State Corridor Study

Evaluated LRT alternatives from Vancouver, Washington to downtown
Portland adjacent to either I-5 or Interstate Avenue, with both
options crossing the Steel Bridge. Also analyzed cost and rider-
ship impacts of stopping the line either at the Expo Center or
Hayden Island to avoid costs of new bridges across the Oregon
Slough and the Columbia River.

Evaluated feasibility of LRT from Gateway to Vancouver Mall on
I-205.

Found that a major expansion of transit service is needed by the
year 2000 to accommodate travel demand in the I-5 corridor. With-
out the increase in transit, an additional freeway lane would be
required in each direction.

Determined that light rail has the greatest promise to achieve
transit goals in the long term, but that increased bus service in
the I-5 corridor will adequately meet the transit demand in the
next 10 to 15 years.

Recommended that LRT in the I-5 corridor not be pursued at this
time, largely because of the transit funding situation and because
of the ability of buses to meet near-term demand.

Found that LRT is feasible in the I-5 corridor in the long term
and should be tied to an overall I-5 corridor transportation im-
provement strategy which would examine highway/transit tradeoffs.

Found that there would be insufficient ridership to justify LRT
across the I-205 bridge to Vancouver Mall.

Found that the I-5 alignment would have greater ridership poten-
tial than the Interstate Avenue alignment and recommended that the
I-5 alignment be included in the regional LRT system analysis for
comparison with other corridors before a decision to proceed to a
DEIS is made.



Daily Riders
on Trunk

Daily Corridor
Riders

P.M. Peak-Hour
Riders

Travel Time
(Minutes)

Initial Capital
Cost

Additional Annualized
Capital Costs

Year 2000 Operating
Cost Savings

Total Additional
Cost in Year 2000

Year 2000

Bi-State Corridor Alternatives Comparison

(Dollars are in millions of 1984 dollars)

Expanded Bus

I-5 LRT to Vanc.
{Without Interstate
Avenue Bus)

18,300

33,700

3,000

33.4

$11.0

25,600

35,200

4,100

21.9

$128.7

$. 2.8
(+6.8%)

I-5 to
Expo Center

21,900
32,100
3,550
33.4
$84.9
$ 2.8
$ 0.9

$ 1.9
(+4.7%)

Interstate Ave.
to Vancouver

23,100

33,500

3,750

25.2

$137.4

$ 3.2
(+7.7%)

*motal corridor costs in the year 2000 for the Expanded Bus Service alternative are $36.45 million

for operations, $5.04 million for annualized capital, and $41.49 million total.

3-26-87



I-205 Corridor Study

. Evaluated LRT alternative on exclusive right-of-way from Portland
International Airport to the Clackamas Town Center.

Evaluated busway, with buses operating in mixed traffic between the
airport terminal and the Airport Way/I-205 interchange, and in a
separated busway along I-205 to the Clackamas Town Center.

Evaluated expanded bus service with buses operating in mixed traf-
fic from the airport terminal to the Clackamas Town Center.

Found that light rail has the highest ridership of all alternatives
considered in the I-205 corridor. LRT would increase eastside
transit ridership approximately 1.8 percent.

Found that light rail in the I-205 corridor would increase rider-
ship on the Banfield LRT by 30 percent in the year 2005.

Found that I-205 is not a strong peak-hour transit corridor. Has
lowest peak-hour volumes of corridors studied to date.

Found that there is little difference in traffic volumes on I-205
associated with the transit alternatives.

Found that light rail would cost as much or more to operate than
buses in the corridor, but would have a high farebox recovery if a
premium fare were charged to the airport.

Found that there would be significant positive economic benefits if
light rail were established to Portland International Airport.

Found that light rail to the Clackamas Town Center would intensify
development in its vicinity.

Has approximately $17 million of Federal-Aid Interstate funds avail-
able for construction of busway. May be eligible for construction
of light rail in the corridor upon passage of Surface Transportation
Act.



Year 2005

I-205 Corridor Alternatives Comparison

(Dollars are in millions of 1985 dollars)

Expanded Bus Busway LRT
Daily Riders on Trunk 8,000 10,900 19,350
New Transit Riders - N.C. 3,600
P.M. Peak-Hour Peak Load Point 300 1,050 1,250
Travel Time (minutes) 39 28 22
Initial Capital Cost $3.68 $31.45 $88.29"%
Annualized Capital Cost $0.46 N.C. $ 6.24
Year 2005 Operating Cost $1.98 $ 2.16 $ 2.90

* Approximately 8,250 riders north of Gateway; 11,100 riders south
of Gateway.

Approximately $38.54 million north of Gateway; $49.75 million
south of Gateway.
NC WNot calculated.



Westside Corridor Study

Recommended Sunset LRT as the preferred alternative in the corridor.
Alignment would follow Sunset Highway west to Highway 217, south to
Beaverton, and west of Beaverton to 185th Street. A tunnel option

through the west hills will also be evaluated during preliminary
engineering.

Found that a major increase in transit capacity is necessary in the
corridor because a major highway expansion is not feasible to serve
the significant increase in overall travel.

Found that Sunset LRT provides the highest level of service to both
the transit rider and the highway user.

Found that Sunset LRT is the least expensive and most efficient op-
tion to operate by far.

Found that the life cycle costs of LRT are within 1 percent of the
bus service expansion costs.

Found that Sunset LRT enhances economic development in downtown Port-
land, central Beaverton and urban Washington County.

Tri-Met has approximately $917,000 in Section 9 funds and $366,000
in e(4) funds (with match) for preliminary engineering. An addi-
tional Section 9 grant is anticipated. Preliminary engineering is
included in Tri-Met's FY 88 budget, which has not yet been adopted
by the Tri-Met Board. v

1995 Sunset LRT Evaluation*

Daily Riders . . . . . . . . . . 51,400
P.M. Peak-Hour Riders. . . . . . 9,300
New Transit Riders . . . . . . . 8,800
Travel Time Savings. . . . . . . 8 minutes

(Portland to Beaverton)

Tnitial Capital Cost . . . . . . $235 million
(1985 dollars)

1995 Operating Cost Savings. . . $2.9 million
*Aall numbers are from March 1982 Westside DEIS.

Ridership and costs will be re-evaluated in
Sunset Preliminary Engineering Study.



Additional Analyses

Determine long-range feasibility of light rail from Portland to Lake
Oswego on abandoned Jefferson Street railroad line.

Analyze ridership impact of six corridor LRT system (Banfield, Bi-
State, Sunset, Barbur, Milwaukie, and I-205).

Perform Phase I analysis of Barbur Boulevard corridor.

Reanalyze ridership and operating costs in Bi-State, Sunset and Mil-
waukie corridors using updated population and employment forecasts
and revised operating cost information.

Analyze long-term feasibility of LRT "branches": e.g., Milwaukie to

Oregon City, Clackamas Town Center to Oregon City, Highway 217 from

Beaverton to Tualatin, Sunset Highway to Tanasbourne and Lake Oswego
to Tualatin.

Complete
Complete
Complete

Complete

RB:1lmk
3-31-87

Schedule

Lake Oswego LRT analysis by July 1, 1987.
full LRT system analysis by July 1, 1987.
Barbur Boulevard study by September 1, 1987.

analysis of all other corridors by January 1, 1988.
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‘64Lh OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1987 Regular Session

Senate Bill 770

Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ELECTIONS (at the request of Oregon
Transit Association) .

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject

to consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief statement of the essential features of the

measure as introduced.

Allows mass transit district to claim refund of motor vehicle fuel taxes in same manner as cities
if district or its contractors engage in operating motor vehicles on behalf of district.

A BILL FOR AN ACT
Relating to mass transit districts; amending ORS 267.200.
Be It Enacted by ‘the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. ORS 267.200 is amended to read:

267.200. A district shall constitute a municipal corporation of this state, and a public body,
corporate and politic, exercising public power. It shall be considered a unit of local government fdr
the purposes of ORS 190.003 to 190.110, a public employer for the purposes of ORS 236.610 to
236.650, and a political subdivision for the purposes of ORS 305.620. [t shall be entitled to tax re-
funds as allowed under ORS 319.831 to incorporated cities.] It shall have full power to carry out the
objects of its formation and to that end may:

(1) Have and use a seal, have perpetual succession, and sue and be sued in its own name. -

(2) Acquire by condemnation, purchase, lease, devise; gift or voluntary grant real and personal
property or any interest therein, located inside the boundaries of the district and take, hold, possess
and dispose of real and personal property purchased or leased from, or donated by, the United
States, or any state, territory, county, city or other public body, nonprofit corporation or person for
the pljrpose of providing or operating a mass transit system in the district and aiding in the objects
of the district. ‘

(3) Contract with the United States or with any county, city, state, or public body, or any of
their departments or égencies, or a nonprofit corporation, or any person, for the construction, ac-

quisition, purchase, lease, preservation, improvement, operation or maintenance of any mass transit

- system.

(4) Build, coﬁstruct, purchase, lease, improve, operate and maintain, subject to other applicable
provisions of law, all improvements, facilities or equipment necessary or desirable for the mass
transit system of the district. ' .

(5) Enter into contracts and employ agents, engineers, attorneys and other persons and fix their
compensation.

(6) Fix and collect charges for the use of the transit system and other district facilities.

(7) Construct, acquire, maintain and operéte and lease, rent and dispose of passenger terminal
facilities, motor vehicle parking facilities and other facilities for the purpose of encouraging use of
the mass transit system within the district. '

(8) Enter into contracts under ORS. 190.003 to 190.620 with units of local government of the
State of Oregon, whether within or without the district, or with the State of Washington or with

NOTE: Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter {italic and bracketed] is existing law to be omitted
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public agencies of the State of Washington, to act jointly or in cooperation with them or to provide

mass transit services to areas under their'jurisdictions,'provided that the party contracting to re-

ceive the services shall pay to the mass transit district not less than the proportionate share of the

cost of the services that the benefits to the contfacting party bear to the total benefits from the ,
service.

(9 Conduct programs and events and take other actions for the purpose of improving or main-

‘taining employe relations.

(10) Improve, construct and maintain bridges over navigable streams subject only to ORS
382.125. ‘ ’

(11) Receive tax refunds as allowed under ORS 319.831 to incorporated cities when the
district or its contractors engage in operating motor vehicles to provide mass transportation
on behalf of the district. ‘

[(11)1 (12) Do such other acts or things as may be necessary or convenient for the proper exer-
cise of the powers granted to a district by ORS 267.010 to 267.390.

(2]
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64th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--1987 Regular Session

Senate Bill 772

Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ELECTIONS (at the request of Oregon
Transit Association)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the SpONSors - -of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the Legislative Assembly It is an editor’s brief statement of the essential features of the
measure as introduced.

Allows mass transit district to use its revenues for construction, repair and use of streets, roads
and roadside areas in all counties in which district is situated.

Provides that such expenditure is valid without regard to whether streets, roads and roadside
areas are within district or are used by mass transit system of district.

Declares emergency, effective on passage.

A BILL FOR AN ACT
Relating to mass transit districts; amending ORS 267.300 and 267.302; and declaring an emergency.
Be It Enacted by the Péople of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. ORS 267.300 is amended to read:

267.300. (1) Subject to restrictions in the Oregon Constitution, a district board may finance
construction, acquisition, purchase, lease, operation and maintenance of a mass transit system and
related facilities for the purposes authorized under ORS 267.010 to 267.390 by:

[(1)1 (a) Levy of ad valorem taxes under ORS 267.305. ‘

[(2)] (b) Service charges and user fees collected under ORS 267.320.

[(3)] {c) Use of the revolving fund authorized under ORS 267.310.

[(4)] (d) Sale of bonds under ORS 267.330 to 267.345.

[(5)1 (e) Levy of business license fees. under ORS 267.360.

[(6)] (f) Levy of a tax measured by net income under ORS 267.370.

[(7)] (g) Levy of a tax measured by employer payrolls under ORS 267.380 and 267.385.

[(8)] (h) Use of funds accepted under ORS 267.390.

[(9)1 (1) Short-term borrowmgs under ORS 267.400.

[(10)] () Levy of a tax measured by net earnings from selfemployment under ORS 267.380 and
267.385.

((11)] (k) Any combination of the provnsnons of [subsectzons (1) to (10)] paragraphs (a) to (j) of
this [section] subsection.

(2) All or any part of the revenues or other funds raised by a district under paragraphs
(a) to (k) of subsection (1) of this section may, by resolution of the district board, be ex-
pended by the district for the purpose of financing the construction, reconstruction, im-
provement, repair, maintenance, operation and use of public highways, roads, streets and
roadside rest areas in any county in which the district operates its mass transit system
without regard to whether such public highways, roads, streets and roadside rest areas are
situated within or without the territorial jurisdiction of the district and without regard to
whether the district uses such public highways, roads, streets and roadside rest areas in the
operation of its mass transit system. All revenues and funds expended by a district for such

purpose shall be deemed in all respects to have been expended in furtherance of the district’s

NOTE: Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter [italic and bracketed] is existing law to be omitted.
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mass transit system. o

SECTION 2. ORS 267.302 is amended to read: _

267.302. If a mass transit district was initiated by a resolution pursuant to ORS 267.107, the
district shall not use any method of financing under ORS 267.300 other than a method: of ﬁnéncing
authorized to be used under ORS 267.300 [(2), (8) to (10)]1 (1)(b), (h) to (j) without first obtaining
authorization at a properly called election held for that purpose. ' .

’_ SECTION 3. This Act being ﬁecessary for the immediate preservation of the.public peace,

health and safety, an emergency is declared_ to exist, and this Act takes effect on its passage.

(2]
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64th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--1987 Regular Session M‘

Senate Bill 773

Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON GOVERNVH&NT OPERATIONS AND ELECTIONS (at the request of Oregon
Transit Association)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief statement of the essentlal features of the
measure as introduced.

Allows mass transit district to levy tax on individual measured by wages. Requires district to
levy such tax by ordinance at rate not exceeding .5 percent of wages paid to individual. Requires
payroll tax on employers to be levied at same rate as tax on wages. Réquires tax on net earnings
from self-employment to be levied at combined rates of tax on wages and payroll tax. Establishes
procedures for withholding and collection of tax on wages.

_ A BILL FOR AN ACT
Relating to the taxing power of mass transit districts; creating new provisions; and amending ORS
267.300, 267.380 and 267.385.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. ORS 267.300 is amended to read: .

267.300. Subject to restrictions in the Oregoh Constitution, a district board may finance con-
strﬁction, acquisition, purchase, lease, operation and maintenance of a mass transit system and re-
lated facilities for the purposes authorized under ORS 267.010 to 267.390 by:

(1) Levy of ad valorem taxes under ORS 267.305. '

(2) Service charges and user fees collected under ORS 267.320.

(3) Use of the revolving fund authorized under ORS 267.310.

(4) Sale of bonds under ORS 267.330 to 267.345.

(5) Levy of business license fees under ORS 267.360.

(6) Levy of a tax measured by net income under ORS 267.370.

(7) Levy of a tax measured by employer payrolls under ORS 267.380 and 267.385.

(8) Use of funds accepted under ORS 267.390. v

(9) Short-term borrowings under ORS 267.400.

(10) Levy of a tax measured by net earnings from self-employment under ORS 267.380 and
267.385. ‘ ‘

(11) Levy of a tax measured by wages under sections 5 and 6 of this 1987 Act.

[(11)] (12) Any combination of the provisions of subsections (1) to [(10)] (11) of this section.

SECTION 2. ORS 267.380 is amended to read: v ,

267.380. (1) As used in ORS 267.380 and 267.385, unless the context requires otherwise:

(a) “Employer” means: '

(A) A person who is in such relation to another person that the person may control the work
of that other person and direct the manner in which it is to be done; or

{B) An officer or employe of a corporation, or a membei or employe of a partnership, who as
such officer, employe or member is under a duty to perform the acts required of employers by ORS
316.162 to 316.212. '

(b) “Employer” does ndt include an organization exempt from taxation under ORS 317.080 (4),

NOTE: Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter {ifalic and bracketed) is existing law to be omitted.
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except that “employer” does include hospitals.

(c) “Wages” means remuneration for services performed by an empl_oye for the employer, in-

‘cluding the cash value of all remuneration paid in any medium other than cash.

(d) “Net earnings from self-employment” has the same meaning as in section 1402 of the Intérnal
Revenue Code of [1954] 1986, as that section was in effect and operative on December 31, [1980]
1986. For the purposes of computing net earnings from self-employment, a district may by ordinance
from time to time adopt definitions of the terms used in such'seqtion 1402.

(e} “Individual” means any natural person.

(2) As used in this section and ORS‘267.385, “wages” does not include remuneration paid:

(a) For services performed in the employ of the United States of America and institutions (ex-
cluding hospitals) exempt from taxation under ORS 317.080 (4).

(b) For domestic service in a private home if the total amount paid to such employe is lcss than
$1,000 a year. ‘

(¢c) For casual labor not in the course of the employer’'s trade or business.

(d) For.services performed wholly outside of the district.

(e) To an employe whose services to the employer consist solely of seasonal labor in connection
with the planting, cultivating or harvesting of agricultural crops. v

() To seamen who are exempt from garnishment, attachment or execution under sections 596,

597, 598 and 601 of title 46, United States Code. ’

(g} To individuals temporarily employed as emergency fire fighters.

(h) If the remuneration is not subject to withholding under ORS chapter 316.

() To employes’ trusts exempt from taxation under section 401 of the Internal Revenue Code,
as defined by ORS 316.012.

(3) “Net earnings from self-employment” does not include income:

(a) From activities wholly outside of the district.

(b) Which is wages.

SECTION 3. ORS 267.385 is amended to read: )

267.385. (1) To carry out the powers granted by ORS 267.010 to 267.390, a district may by or-
dinance impose an excise tax on every employer equal to not more than six-tenths of one percent
of the wages paid with respect to the employment of individuals. If a tax me'asﬁred by wages is
adopted under section 5 of this 1987 Act for any period, the excise tax on employers for such
period shall be levied at the same rate as the tax measured by wages. The tax measured by
wages under sections 5 and 6 of this 1987 Act shall be levied at the rate imposed by ordinance
under sections 5 and 6 of this 1987 Act even though the employer of an individual subject to
such tax is not subject to the excise tax on employers adopted under this section. For the
same purposes, a district may by ordinance impose a tax on each individual equal to not more than
six-tenths of one percent of the individual’s net earnings from self-employment. If a tax measured
by wages is adopted under section 5 of this 1987 Act for any period, the tax omn individuals
measured by net earnings from self-employment for the same period shall be levied at the
combined rates of the tax measured by wages adopted under section 5 of this 1987 Act and
the excise tax on employers adopted under this section. o

(2) No employer shall make a deduction from the wages of an employe to pay all or any portioh
of a tax imposed under this section. '

(3) The provisions of ORS 305.620 are applicable to collection, enforcement, administration and

12]
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SB 7113 .

distribution of a tax imposed under this section. ‘

(4) At any time an employer or individual fails to remit the amount of téxe§ when due under
an ordinance of the district board imposing a tax under this section, the Department of Revenue
may enforce collection by the issuance of a distraint warrant for the collection of the delinquent
amount and all penalties, interest and collection charges accrued therecon. Such warrant shall be
issued, docketed and proceeded upon in the same manner and have the same force and effect as
prescribed with respect to warrants for the collection of delinquent state income taxes.

(5) Any ordinance adopted under subsection (1) of this section shall require an individual having
net earnings from self-empl'oyment from activity both within and without the district taxable by the

State of Oregon to allocate and apportion such net earnings to the district in the manner required

for allocation and apportionment of income under ORS 314.280 and 314.605 to 314.675. Such ordi-

nance shall give the individual the option of apportioning income based on a single factor designated
by the ordinance. ‘ ‘

(6) Any ordinance adopted under subsection (1) of this section with respect to net earnings from
self-employment may impose a tax for a taxdble year measured by each individual's net earnings
from self-employment for the prior taxable year, whether such prior taxable year begins before or
after November 1, 1981, or such ordinance.

(7) Any ordinance imposing a tax .authorized by subsection (1) of this section shall not apply to

- any business, trade, occupation or profession upon which a tax is imposed under ORS 267.360.

SECTION 4. Sections 5 to 7 of this Act are added to and made a part of ORS chapter 267.

SECTION 5. (1) To carry out the powers granted by ORS 267.010 to 267.390, a district may by
ordinance irnpose a tax on every individual equal to not more than .5 percent of the wages paid to
the individual, such tax to be collected in a manner consistent with section 6 of-this 1987 Act.

(2) As used in this section and section 6 of this 1987 Act:

(a) “Employer” means:

(A) A person who is in such relation to another person that the person may control the work
of that other person and direct the manner in which it is to be done;

(B)vAn officer or employe of a corporation, or a member or employe of a partnership, who as
such officer, employe or member is under a duty to perform the acts required of employers by ORS
316.162 to 316.212; ’ -

(C) The State of Oregon or any political subdivision in this state, with respect to work per-
formed within the district by an employe of the State of Oregon or the political subdivision; or ‘

(D) The United States or any instrumentality, authority, commission, agency or department’
thereof, with respect to work performed within the district by an employe of the United States or
the instrumentality, authority, commission, agency or department thereof.

(b) “Individual” means any natural person. )

(c) “Wages” means remuneration for services performed by an employe for the employer, in-
cluding the cash value of all remuneration paid in any medium other than cash. “Wages” does not
include remuneration paid: ‘

(A) For domestic service in a private home if the tatal amount paid to such employe is less than
$1,000 a year.

'(B) For casual labor not in the course of the employer’s trade or business.

(C) For services performed wholly outside of the district.

(D) To an employe whose services to the employer consist solely of seasonal labor in connection

[3]
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with the planting, cultivating or harvesting of agricultural crops.

(E) To seamen who are exempt from garnishment, attachment or execution under sections 598,
597, 598 and 601 of title 46, United States Code.

(F) To individuals temporarily employed as emergency fire fighters.

(G) If the remuncration is not subject to withholding under ORS chapter 316.

(H) To employes’ trusts exempt from taxation under section 401 of the Internal Revenue Code,
as defined by ORS 316.012.

SECTION 6. (i) When a district has adopted an ordinance imposiﬁg a tax on wages under
section 5 of this 1987 Act, except as provided in subsection (5) of this section, every employer, at
the time of payment of wages to an employe shall deduct and retain from such wages an amount
determined by multiplying the wages paid the employe by the rate of tax determined by the ordi-
nance adopted under section 5 of this 1987 Act. ‘ Any ordinance adopted under section 5 of this 1987
Act shall require the tax measured by wages to be withheld by employers and to be remitted by
them to the district at the times and in the manner set by the ordinance.

(2) The State of Oregon or any political subdivision in this state shall be considered employers
as to their employes for the purpose of withholding the tax measured by wages. The district or the
Department of Revenue as the district’s agent is authorized to enter into any agreement that is
necessary to implement withholding by the State of Oregon or any political subdivision in this state.

3) The United States or any instrumentality, authority, commission, agency or department
thereof, shall be considered employers as to their employes for the purpose of withholding the tax
measured by wages. The district or the Department of Revenue as the district’s agent is authorized
to enter into any agreement that is necessary to implement withholding by the United States or any
instrumentality, authority, commission, agency or department thereof.

(4) The ordinance adopted under section 5 of this 1987 Act shall impose liability on an employer
for the tax plus interest, penaltieé and collection charges if the employer required under subsection
(1) of this section to withhold and remit the tax measured by wages does not so withhold or remit.
An ordinance adopted under section 5 of this 1987 Act may also impose this liability on a lender,
surety or other person who supplies funds to or for the account of an employer for the purpose of
paying wages of the employes of such employer.

(5) An ordinance adopted under section 5 of this 1987 Act that imposes a tax measured by wages
shall provide for the collection of the tax from the employe in any case in which the tax has not
been withheld. Both the employe and the employer shall remain liable for the tax until it is paid.

(6) When an employer withholds the full tax measured by wages of. an employe under subsection
(1) of this section, the amount withheld shall be considered to be in payment of the tax measured
by wages imposed under the ordinance adopted under ORS 267.385 and the employe shall not be
required to file a return for such tax under subsection (5) of this section.

(7) The provisions of ORS 305.620 are applicable to collection, enforcement, administration and
distribution of a tax imposed by an ordinance adopted under section 5 of this 1987 Act and this
section. )

(8) At any time an employer or individual fails to remit the amount of taxes when due under
an ordinance of the district board imposing a tax under section 5 of this 1987 Act, the Department
of Revenue may enforce collection by the issuance of a distraint warrant for the collection of the
delinquent amount and all penalties, interest and collection charges accrued thereon. Such warrant

shall be issued, docketed and proceeded upon in the same manner and have the same force and effect

[4]
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as prescribed with respect to warrants for the collection of delinquent state income taxes.

(9) Provisions similar to ORS 316.164, 316.167 (4), 316.189, 316.191, 316.197 to 316.207 and 316.212,
modified to apply to a tax measured by wages contemplated by section 5 of this 1987 Act or the
collection procedures contemplated by this section may be adopted by ordinance.

SECTION 7. (1) If a tax measured by wages adopted under section 5 of this 1987 Act or the
collection of such tax is finally determined by a court to be illegal or invalid, then the excise tax
on employers under ORS 267.385 shall be deemed to be imposed at a rate equal to twice the rate
imposed by ordinance adopted under ORS 267.385 for the excise tax on employers, but no more than
the rate authorized by the first sentence of ORS 267.385 (1). )

(2) If the tax measured by wages adopted under section 5 of this 1987 Act or the collection of
such tax is finally determined by a court to be illegal or invalid, then payments of the tax measured
by wages collected under section 6 of this 1987 Act shall be deemed to be payments by the em-
ployers of the excise tax on employers adopted under ORS 267.385 and the employers deemed to
have paid such tax shall refund to their employes an amount equal to the tax withheld under an
ordinance adopted under sections 5 and 6 of this 1987 Act.

(3) Any suit claiming that a tax measured by wages under section 5 of this 1987 Act or the
collection of such téx is illegal or invalid must be brought against the district imposing such tax.
No employe has any right of action against an efnployer in respect to any moneys deducted or
withheld from wages and paid over in compliance or intended compliance with a valid tax adopted
under section 5 of this 1987 Act.

(4) A district that imposes a tax measured by wages under section 5 of this 1987 Act may appear
as an intervenor at any conference, hearing or proceeding held by the Department of Revenue or
any other agency or any court in connection with the tax or its collection. The district may be
represented by its own counsel. The Department of Revenue or agency shall adopt rules governing

the procedures to be followed by the district in making an appearance.

(5]



SOME QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT SB 773

Does this bill allow Tri~-Met to increase the taxes on
business?

No. The bill does not allow the current rate on payroll
tax to continue if the joint tax on wages and payroll is
established.

What kind of limit or cap does the proposed tax
authority have?

The proposed limit or cap would be 0.5 % (five-tenths of
one percent) on the wages of an employee, collected from
the employee, and 0.5 % (five-~-tenths of one percent) on
the payroll of the employer, collected from the
employer.

How does that compare to preseht caps or limits?

The present limit on Tri-Met's income tax‘authorlty is
one percent (1%) of personal and corporate income. Its
limit on the payroll tax is 0.6% (six-tenths of one
percent).

How, then, can Tri-Met get any more money, if the caps
or limits are less than at present?

Tri-Met would receive more tax revenue from the joint
employee/employer tax because public sector employment
would pay a transit tax (with the exception of the State
of Oregon) for the first time, through its employees.

What would the rate be?

Tri-Met would need a rate of 0.3% (three-~-tenths of one
percent) on employees and a 0.3% (three-tenths of one
percent) on employers for an effective rate of 0.6%

to match current payroll tax now collected at the
statutory maximum of 0.6% (six-tenths of one percent).

At a rate of 0.3%/0.3% for a total of 0.6%, would there

‘be any more revenue generated?

Yes. It would not be large, and it would come wholly

from public sector employment. The estimate is about

If this would only raise $4 million, what is the
advantage to Tri-Met and the community in asking the
legislature to establish this authority?
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Two reasons, it would broaden the base and provide a
basis for growth.

How does it broaden the base of support?

Wage earners would directly participate in providing
revenue for mass transit. There are currently 450,000
wage earners in the Tri-County area who pay no tax for
transit service. The employee wage tax portion of the
proposal would ask these workers to pay about one-half
of the tax support for transit. Until now, only :
business people pay Tri-Met taxes. About 2.5 percent of
the population pay the payroll tax, while another 3
percent pay the self-employment tax. Under the
proposal, everyone earning a wage, private and public
employee, would help support transit.

What would a typical wage earner pay?

The average Tri-County wage earner receives about
$22,000 a year. That person would pay a tax of $66 a
year at 0.3%, or $2.54 each two-week pay period.

How does this allow for growth?

At a statutory limit of 0.5% on each portion of the
combined tax, there are enough resources for mass

transit needs in this community for the next 20 years.

Does that mean the rate could change?

Yes, but not necessarily. Tri-Met Board members, in
proposing this legislative request, have indicated that
the goal of the Board is to keep costs where they are
for the existing service level, and to increase them
only when a service expansion or improvement is
approved. If such an improvement is sought, the Board
would depend first on normal growth in revenues. It
understands that an improving economy will produce more
tax revenues without any change in rates. Even if a
rate increase were contemplated for future growth, the
maximum rate of 0.5% is still one~-tenth of one percent
lower than the rate businesses now pay.

How would the tax be collected?

It would be collected by means of a withholding tax on
wages. :



p———

TRI-COUNTY
METROPOLITAN
TRANSPORTATION
DISTRICT

OF OREGON

&

R

4012 SE. 17TH AVENUE

PORTLAND. OREGON 97202 Summary

Senate Biils 770, 771, 772 & 773
Senate Government Operations & Elections Committee
April 3, 1987

SB 770

SB 770 would allow Tri-Met subcontractors, who are
providing door-to-door transportation for the elderly

and disabled, to qualify for a diesel fuel tax exemption.,

" Currently, Tri-Met as a transit district is exempt
from the state diesel fuel tax, but its subcontractors
are not,

SB 770 would save our Special Needs Transportation

~_providers an estimated $35,000 dollars annually,
which would be translated directly into increased
service. At the current $5.60 per ride cost, $35,000
dollars would provide an additional 6,250 rides per
year.

SB 771

SB 771 amends the definition of “"employer® for purposes

of Tri-Met's payroll tax to include public employees.
The new definition would include all cities, counties

and special districts, but it would not include non-profit

organizations. The State of Oregon currently pays
a payroll tax in the form of the "in lieu of tax"
"to transit.

Levied at today's rate of 0.6%, SB 771 would net
Tri-Met an estimated $3.7 million dollars annually.

SB 772

SB 772 clarifies Tri-Met's authority to expend funds
on road related projects.

Tri-County governments have experienced difficulty
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in past years levying gas taxes because of disparities

in the amount of tax from county to county. SB 772

would enable Tri-Met to become the vehicle for collecting
a regionally uniform gas tax if requested by local
governments at some time in the future. Monies collected
from such a tax would be passed through to cities

and counties for road expenditures.

SB 773

This bill would authorize a 50% reduction in the
employer payroll tax. It would effectively split
the tax burden for transit between businesses and
individual taxpayers.

Upon passage of the bill, the Tri-Met Board of Directors
would move to impose a 0.3% tax on gross employer
payrolls and a 0.3% tax on gross wages. This rate

is equivalent to the present 0.6% payroll tax but,
because it extends the tax to all employees, including
public sector employees, it yields an additional

$4.5 million per year for transit operating revenues.

The bill sets a statutory limit of 0.5% on the employers
payroll tax, and 0.5% on the gross wage tax. Combined,
this is equivalent to the existing 1% statutory limit

on the income tax authority.

SB 773 authorizes a replacement tax but does not
expand transit districts taxing authority. The tax
cannot be levied if either a payroll tax or an income
tax is in place.
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MEASURE SUMMARY
HR 2913
Allows electors in certain mass transit districts to
petition for withdrawal of affected area from district if no

direct service is provided. Defines "direct service." Estab-
lishes conditions necessary for mandatory withdrawal.

Establishes procedures for filing petition, public
hearings, district study and determination of withdrawal.

A BILL FOR AN ACT

Relating to mass transit districts; creating new provisions;
and amending ORS 267.208.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. Sections 2 to 7 of this Act are added to and
made a part of ORS 267.010 to 267.390.

SECTION 2. As used in sections 2 to 7 of this 1987 Act:

(1) "Affected area" means a contiguous area of not less

than one square mile in which [50] 200 or more district electors

reside and which is within the boundaries of a district situated
in a standard metropolitan statistical area with a population

exceeding 400,000; provided that "affected area" shall not

include any area which, if such area is withdrawn from the dis-

trict as provided in this Act, there will remain within the dis-

trict any other area which is not contiguous with the district;

and provided further that "affected area" shall not include any

area within the jurisdictional boundaries of any city with a

population in excess of 10,000.

(2) "Direct service," with respect to an affected area

described in a petition filed under section 3 of this 1987 Act,



means the location or placement of any of the facilities of the
district or of any route used by the transit system of the dis-
trict within [onel two miles of any boundary of the affected
area.

SECTION 3. (1) 1If the electors of an affected area [to
which no direct service is provided by the district] wish to
withdraw from the district, they may file a petition for with-

drawal with the district board at the times and in the manner

provided in this section.

(2) A petition for withdrawal under this section shall

only be filed during the period commencing January 1, 1989 and

ending Auqust 30, 1989 or during the period commencing January 1

and_ending August 30 of every fifth calendar year following cal-

endar year 1989.

(3) A petition for withdrawal under this section shall be
signed by not less than 15 percent of the electors registered in
the affected area described in the petition.

(4) A petition filed under this section shall contain sub-
stantially the following:

(a) A statement that the petition is filed pursuant to
sections 2 to 7 of this 1987 Act;

(b) The names of the district and all affected counties:
and

(c) A request that proceedings be commenced for the with-

drawal of the affected area from the district.



(5) There shall be attached to the petition a map which

clearly and precisely shows [indicating] the exterior boundaries

of the affected area by reference to prominent landmarks such as

streets, highways, rivers or the jurisdictional boundaries of

cities or counties. The map shall be used in lieu of a metes

and bounds or legal description of the affected area.
(6) The district board, within five days after receiving a

petition filed under this section and which conforms to the

requirements of subsections (2), (3), (4) and (5) of this sec-

tion 3, shall file the petition with [the county clerkl] clerks

of [thel each county in which any part of the affected area is

located for signature verification.

SECTION 4. (1) When the county clerks to whom a petition
is submitted under section 3 of this 1987 Act cértifies that the
petition contains the number of valid signatures required under
section 3 of this 1987 Act, the district board shallvschedule a

public hearing on the petition. In its discretion, a district

board may hold a single public hearinq‘with respect to two or

more petitions.

(2) The district board shall schedule the public hearing

for a date which is not earlier than 20 days following the date

upon which the study of the affected area required under section

5 of this Act has been completed, but in no event shall the pub-~

lic hearing be held [not] later than the [45th] 90th day after

the board receives certification from the county clerk under

subsection (1) of this section.



(3) The district board shall have notice of the- hearing
printed once in a newspaper in general circulation within the
district [affected areal. Tﬁe notice shall be published at
least five days prior to the hearing. Notice of the published
hearing shall also be posted in at least four different loca-
tions within the affected area that are customarily uséd for the
purpose of posting public notice. }The notice shall be posted
not less than 15 days prior to the date specified in the notice
for the hearing and shall be posted for not less than five con-
secutive days. The notice required under this section shall
contain the time and place of the hearing, the purpose of the

hearing, a description of the affected area, the extent to which

taxes imposed by the district will be increased in the remaining

portions of the district as a result of the withdrawal of the

affected area, a statement that the requisite number of electors

of a district may file a petition with the district board pursu-

ant to section 5(5) of this Act to prevent the withdrawal of the

affected area, the date on which the district board intends to

finally dispose of the petition pursuant to section 5(2) of this

Act (which date shall be designated in the notice as the earli-

est date by which any petition under section 5(5) of this Act

must be filed, but which date may thereafter be changed to a

later date by the district board in its discretion), a statement

that the study of the affected area required under section 5 of

this Act is on file at the district offices and available for

copving and public inspection, and a statement that the public

4




may aépear and be heard on the issue of withdrawal of the
affected area from the district.

(4) The hearing required under this section [shalll may be
conducted by a hearings officer appointed by the district board.

SECTION 5. (1) After receiving certification by the

county clerk or clerks under section 4(1) of this Act of a peti-

tion for withdrawal filed under section 3 of this 1987 Act, the
district board shall conduct a study of [existing service tol

the affected area described in the petition. The district

board, in its discretion, may also conduct an overall study of

several affected areas. The study shall consider:

(a) The extent to which residents of the affected area
currently use the mass transit services and facilities of the
district;

(b) The amount of district revenues raised within the

affected area during the last three completed fiscal vears of

the district, separately identifying the amount of revenues

derived from taxes imposed by the district and the amount of

revenues derived from other sources;

(¢c) The history of the mass transit services provided to

the affected area;

(d) Whether or when direct service will be provided to the

affected area;

(e) The number of previous petitions filed under section 3

of this Act with respect to [requests from persons withinl] the



affected area or portions thereof [to be excluded from the dis-
trictl; and
(f) The effect of withdrawal of the affected area on the

district, including the extent to which taxes imposed by the

district in the remaining portions of the district will be

increased pursuant to section 6 of this Act as a result of the

withdrawal of the affected area.

(2) After completion of the study conducted under sub-
section (1) of this section and the public hearing required
under section 4 of this Act, but not later than the Iday afterl

January lst next following the date the petition was filed with

the district board, [the f£iling of the withdrawal petition with

the district board,] the district board shall adopt an ordinance
withdrawing the affected area from the district or shall adopt a
resolution denying the petition for withdrawal.

(3) ﬁotwithstanding ORS 267.207 (3) (b), the district board
shall approve withdrawal if:

(a) The district board finds that the use of the mass
transit system of the district by residents of the affected area
is less than rides per month for every 1,000 residents;

(b) The district board determines that direct service to
the affected area is not planned for at least five years;

(c) The residents and businesses within the affected area
have demonstrated that district fees and taxes have adversely
affected employment, population or commercial activity within

the affected area; and



(d) The district board has not received a petition signed
by not less than 15 percent of the electors within the affected
area seeking continuation of the district's jurisdiction over
the affected area.

(4) Notwithstanding ORS 267.207 (3) (b), the district board
may withdraw the affected area from the district when the condi-
tions of subsection (3) of this section are not satisfied if the
board considers such withdrawal to be in the best interests of
the district and the affected area.

(5) At any time following the filing of a petition pursu-

ant to section 3 of this Act and prior to the earlier to occur

of the time at which the district board finally disposes of such

petition pursuant to section 5(2) of this Act or the November 30

next following the date the petition was filed with the district

board, the electors of the district may file a petition with the

district board opposing the withdrawal of the affected area. A

petition opposing withdrawal shall be signed by not less than

the lesser of:

(a) twice the number of electors required to sign the

original petition under section 3(2) of this Act; or

(b) 5,000 electors of the district.

A petition filed under this section 5(5) shall contain substan-

tially the following: a statement that the petition is filed

pursuant to this section 5(5); a copy of the form of the peti-

tion filed with the district board requesting that proceedings

be commenced for the withdrawal of the affected area from the




district; and a request that the district board not adopt an

ordinance withdrawing the affected area from the district. The

district board, within five days after receiving a petition

filed under this section 5(5), shall file the petition with the

clerks of each county in which any part of the district is

located for signature verification.

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Act, if a peti-

tion has been filed pursuant to this section 5(5) opposing the

withdrawval of an affected area, then the district board shall

either:

(i) adopt an ordinance denying the petition for withdrawal;

(ii) by resolution, refer an ordinance approving the with-

drawal to the electors of the district for their approval at the

next primary or general election for which the notice of dis-

trict election on such measure can be timely filed pursuant to

ORS 255.085(1). Anv ordinance referred to the electors of the

district pursuant to this Section 5(5) (ii) may only be submitted

to the electors for their approval at a primary or general elec-
tion.

Except upon the approval of a majority of the electors of

the district voting thereon, no ordinance approving the with-

drawal of an affected area from the district shall take effect

if a petition opposing such withdrawal has been filed pursuant

to this Section 5(5).°




[(5)] (6) Any decision of the district board relating to
withdrawal of an affécted area undervsections 2 to 7 of this
1987 Act may be reviewed by a circuit court under ORS 34.010 to
34.100.

SECTION 6. An affected area withdrawn from a district
under section 2 to 7 of this 1987 Act shall, from the effective
date of the ordinance withdrawing the affected area from the
district, be free from assessments and taxes levied thereafter

by the district. An ordinance approving the withdrawal of an

affected area shall take effect on the January lst next follow-

ing the date upon which the related petition was filed with the

district board; provided that, in the event an ordinance approv-

ing the withdrawal of an affected area is submitted to the elec-

tors of the district for their approval, then such ordinance

shall take effect on the January lst next following the date of

the election at which a majority of the electors of the district

approved such ordinance. [When the total unlimited taxing power

of the district over the area not withdrawn from the district
does not entirely satisfy the bonded or other indebtedness
incurred prior to the withdrawal, the district may increase the
rate of tax authorized under ORS 267.385(1) to that rate suf-
ficient to assure payment of bonded and other indebtedness of

the district.] Commencing immediately upon the effective date

of any ordinance withdrawing an affected area from the district

and notwithstanding any other provision of law to the contrary,

the rate of each tax imposed by the district shall automatically




be increased as provided in this section 6._ The rate of each

tax imposed by a district shall be increased to a rate equal to

the rate determined pursuant to the following formula:

(a) the rate at which such tax was levied immediately

prior to the effective date of the ordinance approving the with-

drawal of the affected area; plus

(b) a rate equal to percentage that (i) the total revenue

derived from such tax by the district from the withdrawn

affected area during any one of the last three completed fiscal

vears of the district, is of (ii) the total revenues derived

from such tax by the district from the entire district during

the same fiscal vear of the district used for purposes of (i)

above.

SECTION 7. Notwithstanding ORS 199.425, the alteration of
the boundaries of a district under sections 2 to 7 of this 1987
Act is not subject to the jurisdiction or review of a local gov-
ernment boundary commission.

SECTION 8. ORS 267.208 is amended to read:

267.208. (1) An alteration of the boundaries of a dis-~

trict under ORS 267.207 or sections 2 to 7 of this 1987 Act

shall not become effective during the period:

(a) Beginning after the 90th day before a primary or gen-
eral election and ending on the day after the election; or

(b) Beginning after the 34th day before any other election

held by the district and ending on the day after the election.

10



(2) If the effective date established for the alteration
of the boundaries is a date that is prohibited under this sec-
tion, the alteration shall become effective on the day after the
election.

(3) For the purposes of ORS 308.225 only, the effective
date of an alteration of district boundaries shall be the date
on which the board adopts the ordinance altering the boundaries
or, if such an ordinance is initiated or referred, the date on
which the ordinance is approved by the electors as provided in

ORS 267.207.

11
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64th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1987 Regular Session

House Bill 2783

Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (at the request of Oregon State Home
Builders Association) ) .

SUMMARY

The fbllowing sumunary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the Legislative Assembly. [t is an editor’s briel statement of the essential features of the
measure as introduced. ) . .

Defines “new construction” for purposes of determining increase in tax base due to new con- .
struction. Prohibits imposition of certain system development charges after operative date of the
Act. Becomes operative on eflective date of constitutional amendment allowing growth in tax base
if there is new construction in tax unit (House Joint- Resolution 18).

A BILL FOR AN ACT

Relating to finance.

- Be It Enacted by the People of the Staté of Oregon:

SECTION 1. For purposes of section 11, Article XiI, Oregon Constitution, and as used in this
Act, unless the context otherwise requires: ' '

(1) “New construction” or “newly constructed real property” means real property that causes
an increase in the true cash value of a taxing unit for the fiscal year and is:

(a) A building or structure newly created or made or in the process of making or creating; or

(b) The portion of an existing building or structure newly added or in the process of being newly
added if, as a result of the addition, the exterior perimeters of the existing building are en]afged
or a new story or stories are added. However, a new building or structure or an addition to an
existing building or structure shall not be considered “new construction” or “newly constructed real
property” unless a permit for the construction is issued under the structural code, as defined in ORS
456.750, and the construction causes a physical reappraisal of the property for the fiscal year for
ad valorem property tax purposes.

(2) “Urban renewal area” means an urban renewal area for which a certificate has been filed
under ORS 457.430 and for which the plan for the urban renewal area contains a provision that the
ad valorem taxes be divided in accordance with ORS 457.440. v

SECTION 2. For purposes of determining the increase in the tax base of a taxing unit under
paragraph (d) of subsection (4) of section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, the value of commer-
cial facilities under construction granted cancellation of assessment under ORS 307.330 and 307.340
and the value of multiple-unit housing exempt from ad valorem taxation under ORS 307.600 to
307.690 shall be included in determining the amount of increase in true cash value for the taxing
unit caused by new construction or newly constructed real property for the fiscal year in which the
cancellation or exemption is first terminated. -

'SECTION 3. (1) An increase in true cash value as a result of new construction in an urban
renewal area shall not be taken into consideration in determining an increase in the tax base for
a taxing unit in which the urban renewal area is located under paragraph (d) of subsection {4) of
section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, unless, for the fiscal year, the total true cash value of

the taxable property in the urban renewal area exceeds the total true cash value specified in the
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certificate or amended certificate filed under ORS 457.430. However, if the total true cash value
of the taxable property in the urban renewal area exceeds the total true cash value specified in the
certificate or amended certificate, the increase in true cash value over the amount specified in the
certificate or amended certificate in the urban renewal area caused by new construction shall be
taken into consideration in computing the increase in the tax base of the taxing unit under para-
graph (d) of subsection (4) of section 11, Article X[, Oregon Constitution, subject to and in the
manner provided in subscction (2} and paragraphs (b} and (¢} of subscction (3) of this section.

(2) For each fiscal ycar, the countly assessor shall compute the amount of increase in true cash

value of all taxable real property in cach taxing unit that is caused by new construction both in-

clusive and exclusive of the value of the new construction that takes place in an urban renewal area

over the amount specified in the certificate or amended certificate.

(3) The computations made under subsection (2) of this section shall be used to determine the
increase in tax base of a taxing unit on account of new construction under paragraph (d) of sub-
section (4) of section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, for the fiscal years described as follows:

(a) For any fiscal year in which the-levy of the taxing unit is divided under ORS 457.440, or for
any fiscal year immediately following a fiscal year in which the levy of the taxing unit is divided
under ORS 457.440, the amount computed by the assessor under subsection (2) of this section that
is exclusive of the new construction in the urban renewal area shall be used to determine the in-
crease in tax base under paragraph (¢} of subsection (4) of section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitu-
tion. .

(b) The increase in true cash value of a taxing unit in which an urban renewal area is located
caused by new construction in the urban renewal arca over the amount specified in the certificate
or amended certificate shall first be reflected in the tax base of the taxing unit for the fiscal year
following the fiscal year in which the full valuc in the taxing unit is placed upon the assessment
and tax roll under ORS 457.450 (2). - The increase in tax base caused by the new construction in the
t;rban renewal area shall be retlected by making the following calculations, which shall be used
solely to determine the tax base for the taxing unit {or the fiscal year described in this paragraph:

(A) For each consecutive fiscal year beginning on and after July 1, 1989, or on and after July
1 of the second fiscal year following the fiscal year in which new construction in an urban renewal
area first exceeds the amount specified in the certificate or amended certificate, whichever is the
later, recalculate the tax base of the taxing unit in the manner described in parag'r/éf)h (d) of sub-
section (4) of section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, using the prior year’s tax base or recal-
culated tax base, whicheve.r is applicable, and the amdunt computed by the assessor under
subsection (2) of this section that is inclusive of new construction in the urban renewal area over
the amount specified in the certificate or amended certificate.

(B) Using the amount that is finally arrived at under subparagraph (A) of this paragraph as the
recalculated tax base for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year to which this section applies as
the previous year’s tax base, and the amount computed by the assessor under subsection (2) of this
section that is inclusive of new construction in the urban renewal area over the amount specified
in the certificate or amended certificate, deterfnine the tax base for the taxing unit under section
il, Article XI, Oregon Constitution for the fiscal year described in this paragraph.

(c) For each fiscal year after the fiscal year described in paragraph (b) of this subsection, the
increase in tax base of the\-taxing unit shall be determined under paragraph (d) of subsection (4) of

section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, using the new consiruction amount computed by the
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assessor under 'subsection (2) of this section that includes the new construction in the urban renewal
area over the amount specified in the certificate or amended certificate. )

SECTION 4. For purposes.of determining the increase in tax base of a taxing unit under para-
graph (d) of subsection (4) of section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, if the new construction
takes place on the same building site as a building or structure destroyed or damaged by any cause,
the value shall be included only to the extent that the value of the newly constructed real property

exceeds the value of the existing building or structure immediately prior to .its damage or de-

~struction.

SECTION 5. (1) Notwithstanding z_my law or rule to the contrary, on or after the operative date
of this Act, a city, county or other municipal cérporation or politjcal subdivision of this state shall
not impose, under ordinance or otherwise, a system development charge. ’

(2) As used in this section: -

(a) “Capital improvement” means any of the following public facilities or assets: Water treat-
ment and distribution "f'acilities, waste water treatment facilities, sanitary sewers, storm water and
flood control facilities, and road systems. “Capital improvement” includes e.\:bansion of existing
capital improvements in order to add capacity to serve new residential dévelopment. “Capital im-
provement” shall be further defined by the Real Estate Commissioner by rule.

(b) “Developer” means a developer as defined in ORS 92.305.

(c) “System development charge” means any charge, fee or assessment levied against a devel-
oper of land intended for _l;esidential use or builder of homes or multifamily dwellings, where any
portion of the revenues collected are intended to fund any portion of the cost of capital improve-
ments necessary to meet the needs caused by new residential development.

(3) This section shall not apply to any systems development charge that has been billed pﬁor
to the operative date of this Act.

SECTION 6. This Act shall not become operative until the effective date of the constitutional
amendment proposed by House Joint Resolution 18 (1987 regular session). However, the Department
of Revenue and the county assessors shall take any action before the effective date of House Joint
Resolution 18 that is necessary to secure its implementation, including but not limited to the de-

termination of new construction value amounts for 1987 and 1988.

(3



[7- 2N - B~ N A B - N JCR R

: P T S I > S~ S VR Y

64th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--1987 Regular Session

A-Engrossed
Senate Bill 5534

Ordered by the Senate March 16
Including Senate Amendments dated March 16

PRINTED PURSUANT TO ORS 171.130 by order of the President of the Senate in conformance with presession
filing rules, indicating neither advocacy nor opposition on the part of the President (at the request of Execu-
tive Department)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief statement of the essential features of the
measure.

Appropriates [$945,758] $943,053 from General Fund to Public Transit Division of Department
of Transportation for biennial expenses. '

Limits biennial expenditures from fees, moneys or other revenues including Miscellaneous Re-
ceipts, excluding federal funds, collected or received by Public Transit Division of Department of
Transportation to [$8,362,257] $8,355,766.

Limits biennial expenditures of Public Transit Division of Department of Transportation from
federal funds to [$3,108,855] $3,122,175.

Excludes revenue from local governments or private nonprofit organizations for purpose of
matching federal funds for capital acquisition from expenditure limitations.

Subjects agency to Executive Department allotment process.

Declares emergency, effective July 1, 1987.

A BILL FOR AN ACT
Relating to the financial administration of the Public Transit Division of the Department of Trans-
~ portation; appropriating money; limiting expenditures; and declaring an emergency.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. There is appropriated to the Public Transit Division of the Department of Trans-
portation, for the biennium beginning July 1, 1987, out of the General Fund, the amount of $943,053.

SECTION 2. Notwithstanding any other law, the amount of $8,355,766 is established for the
biennium beginning July 1, 1987, as the maximum limit for payment of expenses from fees, moneys
or other revenues, including Miscellaneous Receipts, excluding federal funds, collected or received
by the Public Transit Division of the Department of Transportation.

SECTION 3. Notwithstanding any other law, the amount of $3,122,175 is established for the
biennium beginning July 1, 1987, as the maximum limit for the payment of expenses from federal
funds collected or received by the Public Transit Division of the Department of Transportation. '

SECTION 4. Notwithstanding section 2 of this Act, or any other law, moneys collected or re-
ceived during the biennium beginning July 1, 1987, from local governments or private nonprofit or-
ganizations for the purpose of matching federal funds for capital acquisition shall not be subject to
limitation. »

SECTION 5. Notwithstanding any other law, all sections of this Act are subject to Executive
Department rules and regulations related to allotting, controlling, and encumbering funds.

SECTION 6. This Act being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public peace,
health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist, and this Act takes effect July 1, 1987.

Note: For budget, see 1987-89 Biennial Budget, Page F-29.

NOTE: Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter {italic and bracketed) is existing law to be omitted
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64th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1987 Regular Session

SENATE AMENDMENTS TO
SENATE BILL 5534

By JOINT COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
March 16

In line 6 of the printed bill, delete “$945,758” and insert “$943,053”.
In line 7, delete “$8,362,257” and insert “$8,355,766".

" In line 11, delete “$3,108,855” and insert “$3,122,175".
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64th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY~1987 Regular Session

Senate Bill 771

Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS AND ELECTIONS (at the req'uest of Oregon
Transit Association)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s briefl statement of the essential features of the
measure as introduced. :

Changes definition of “employer” for purposes of certain taxing powers of mass transit districts
to include State of Oregon and political subdivisions.

Provides that state or political subdivision is employer only for work done within district by
employes of state or subdivision.

A BILL FOR AN ACT
Relating to the taxing power of mass transit districts; amending ORS 267.380.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. ORS 267.380 is amended to read:

267.380. (1) As used in ORS 267.380 and 267.385, unless the context requires otherwise:

(a) “Employer” means: _

(A) A person who is in such relation to another person that the person may control the work
of that other person and direct the manner in which it is to be done; {or]

(B) An officer or employe of a corporation, or a member or employe of a partnership, who as
such officer, employe or member is under a duty to perform the acts required of employers by ORS
316.162 to 316.212; or [}

(C) The State of Oregon or any political subdivision in this state with respect to ﬁork
performed within the district by an employe of the State of Oregon or the political subdivi-
sion.

(b) “Employer” does not include an organization exempt from taxation under ORS 317.080 (4),
except that “employer” does include hospitals.

{c) “Wages” means remuneration for services performed by an employe for the employer, in-
cluding the cash value of all remuneration paid in any medium other than cash.

(d) “Net earnings from self-employment” has the same meaning as in section 1402 of the Internal
Revenue Code of [1954] 1986, as that section was in effect and operative on December 31, [1980])
1986. For the purposes of computing net earnings from self-employment, a district may by ordinance
from time to time adopt definitions of the terms used in such section 1402.

(e) “Individual” means any natural person.

{2) As used in this section and ORS 267.385, “wages” does not include remuneration paid:

(a) For services performed in the employ of the United States of America and institutions (ex-
cluding hospitals) exempt from taxation under ORS 317.080 (4).

{b) For domestic service in a private home if the total amount paid to such employe is less than
$1,000 a year.

(c) For casual labor not in the course of the employer's trade or business.

(d) For services performed wholly outside of the district.

NOTE: Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter [italic and bracketed) is existing law to be omitted
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(e) To an employe whose services to the employer consist solely of seasonal labor in connection
with the planting, cultivating or harvesting of Agricultural crops.

(D To seamen who are exempt from garnishment, attachment or execution under sections 596,
597, 598 and 601 of title 46, United States Code.

(@) To individuals temporarily employed as emergency fire fighters.

(h) If the remuneration is not subject to Withholding under ORS chapter 316.

(i) To employes’ trusts exempt from taxation under section 401 of the Internal Revenue Code,
as defined by ORS 316.012. |

(3) “Net earnings from self-employment” does not include income:

(a) From activities wholly outside of the district.

(b) Which is wages.

(2]
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64th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1987 Regular Session

House Bill 2813

Sponsored by Representatives McTEAGUE, CEASE, HOOLEY, KOTULSKI, MINNIS, SOWA, Senator KENNEMER

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor's brief statement of the essential features of the
measure as introduced. ’

Allows electors in certain mass transit districts to petition for withdrawal of affected area from
district if no direct service is provided. Defines “direct service.” Establishes conditions necessary
for mandatory withdrawal.

hl(:;.stabl}shes procedures for filing petition, public hearings, district study and determination of
withdrawal.

, A BILL FOR AN ACT
Relating to mass transit districts; creating new provisions; and amending ORS 267.208.
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. Sections 2 to 7 of this Act are added to and made a part of ORS 267.010 to 267.390.

SECTION 2. As used in sections 2 to 7 of this 1987 Act:

(1) “Affected area” means a contiguous area in which 50 or more district electors reside and
which is within the boundaries of a district situated in a standard metropolitan statistical area with
a population exceeding 400;000.

(2) “Direct service,” with respect to an affected area described in a petition filed under section
3 of this 1987 Act, means the location or placement of any of the facilities of the district or of any
route used by the transit system of the district within one mile of any boun(!ary of the affected area.

SECTION 3. (1) If the electors of an affected area to which no direct service is provided by the
district wish to withdraw from the district, they may file a petition for withdrawal with the district
board. )

(2) A petition for withdrawal under f.his section shall be signed by not less than 15 percent of
the electors registered in the affected area described in the petition.

(3) A petition filed under this section shall contain substantially the followihg:

(a) A statement that the petition is filed pursuant to sections 2 to 7 of this 1987 Act;

(b) The names of the district and all affécted counties; and

(c) A request that proceedings be commenced for the withdrawal of the affected area from the
district. _ _

(4) There shall be attached to the petition a map indicating the exterior boundaries of the af-
fected area. The map shall be used in lieu of a metes and bounds or legal description of the affected
area. »

(5) The district board, within five days after receiving a petition filed under this section, shall
file the petition with the county clerk of the county in which the affected area is located for sig-
nature verification.

SECTION 4. (1) When the county clerk to whom a petition is submitted under section 3 of this

1987 Act certifies that the petition contains the number of valid signatures required under section

3 of th?s 1987 Act, the district board shall schedule a public hearing on the petition.

NOTE: Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter [italic and bracketed) is existing law to be omitted.
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(2) The district board shall schedule the public hearing for a date not later than the 45th day
after the board receives certification from the county clerk under subsection (1) of this section.

(3) The district board shall have notice of the hearing printed oncé in a newspaper in general
circulation within the affected area. The notice shall be published at least five days prior to the
hearing. Notice of the published hearing shall also be posted in at least four different locations
within the affected area that are customarily used for the purpose of posting public notice. The
notice shall be posted not less than 15 days prior to the date specified in the notice for the hearing
and shall be posted for not less than five consccutive days. The notice required under this section
shall contain the time and place of the hearing, the purpose of the hearing and a statement that the
public may appear and be heard on the issue of withdrawal of the affected area from the district.

(4) The hearing required under this section shall be conducted by a hearings officer appointed
by the district board. '

SECTION 5. (1) After receiving a petition for withdrawal filed under section 3 of this 1987 Act,
the district board shall conduct a study of existing service to the affected area described in the
petition. The study shall consider:

(a) The extent to which residents of the affected area currently use the mass transit services
and facilities of the district;

(b) The amount of district revenues raised within the affected area;

(¢} The history of the mass transit services provided to the affected area;

(d) Whether or when direct service will be provided to the affected area;

(e} The number of previous requests from persons within the affected area to be excluded from
the district; and »

(D The effect of withdrawal of the affected area on the district.

(2) After completion of the study conducted under subsection (1) of this section and the public
hearing required under section 4 of this 1987 Act, but not later than the 120th day after the filing
of the withdrawal petition with the district board, the district board shall adopt an ordinance with-
drawing the affected area from the district or shall adopt a resolution denying the petition for
withdrawal.

(3) Notwithstanding ORS 267.207 (3)(b), the district board shall approve withdrawal if:

(a) The district board finds that the use of the mass transit system of the district by residents
of the affected area is less than rides per month for every 1,000 residents; '

" (b) The district board determines that direct service to the affected area is not blanned for at
least five years; _

(c) The residents and businesses within the affected area have demonstrated that district fees
and taxes have adversely affected employment, population or commercial activity within the affected
area; and '

 (d) The district board has not received a petition signed by not less than 15 percent of the
electors within the affected area seeking continuation of the district’s jurisdiction over the affected
area..

(4) Notwithstanding ORS 267.207 (3)(b), the district board may withdraw the affected area from
the district when the conditions of subsection (3) of this section are not satisfied if the board con-
siders such withdrawal to be in the best interests of the district and the affected area.

(5) Any decision of the district board relating to withdrawal of an affected area under sections
2 to 7 of this 1987 Act may be reviewed by a circuit court under ORS 34.010 to 34.100.

(2
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SECTION 6. An affected area withdrawn from a district under sections 2 to 7 of this 1987 Act
shall, from the effective date of the ordinance withdrawing the affected area from the district, be
free from assessments and taxes levied thereafter by the district. When the total unlimited taxing
power of the district over the area not withdrawn from the district does not entirely satisfy the
bonded or other indebtedness incurred prior to the withdrawal, the district may increase the rate
of tax authorized under ORS 267.385 (1) to that rate sufficient to assure payment of bonded and
other indebtedness of the district.

SECTION 7. Notwithstanding ORS 199.425, the alteration of the boundaries of a district under
sections 2 to 7 of this 1987 Act is not subject to the jurisdiction or review of a local government
boundary commission.

SECTION 8. ORS 267.208 is amended to read:

267.208. (1) An alteration of the boundaries of a district under ORS 267.207 or sections 2 to
7 of this 1987 Act shall not become effective during the period:

(a) Beginning after the 90th day before a primary or general election and ending on the day
after the election; or _

(b) Beginning after the 34th day before any other election held by the district and ending on the
day after the election.

(2) If the effective date established for the alteration of the boundaries is a date that is prohib-
ited under this section, the alteration shall become effective on the day after the election.

(3) For the purposes of ORS 308.225 only, the effective date of an alteration of district bounda-
ries shall be the date on which the board adopts the ordinance altering the boundaries or, if such
an ordinance is initiated or referred, the date on which the ordinance is approved by the electors
as provided in ORS 267.207.

{3}
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SIXTY-FOURTH LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION
453-G State Capitol
Salem, Oregon 97310
{503) 378-5964

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO HB 2112

On page 1 of the printed bill on line 2 after "366.524," insert
"366.790", delete "803.045, 803.090" and lines 5 through 30.
Delete pages 2 through 5. On page 6 delete lines 1 through 22 and

insert:

SECTION 1. (1)

(a)

The Legislative Assembly finds that:

estimated highway, road and street revenues from

current sources will not adequately meet the needs for the
continued development of a statewide road and bridge system that
encompasses economic efficiency, provides accessibility to and
from commercial, agricultural, tourist and recreational facilities
and enhances the highway safety, environmental quality and land
use goals of this state.

(b)

responsiblity for the cost of the highway, road

and street system should based on the number and types of vehicles
that use the system and the frequency of their use and the costs

apportioned thereon;

(c)

expansion, modernization, maintenance, repair,

reconstruction, increased capacity and enhanced safety on all
roads and bridges is crucial to the economic revitalization of

Oregon.

(2)

The Legislative Assembly declares that the

purpose of this Act is:

(a)

to enhance the revenue base for the state,

counties and cities for continued development and maintenance of
the road and bridge system; and

(b)

to enhance the economic revitalization of this

state's economy by developing a long-term plan for the state,
counties and cities that establishes priorities for road and

bridge improvements.
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SECTION 2. Section 3 of this Act is added to and made a part of
ORS chapter 366.

SECTION 3. The Department of Transportation shall use moneys in
the State Highway Fund that become available for its use from the
increase in tax rates created by the amendments to ORS 319.020,
319,530, 767.820 and 767.825 by sections p

and of this 1987 Act to establish a corrldors of statew1de
significance program for highways. The program established under
this section and the use of the moneys in the program are subject
to the following:

(1) The intent of the corridors of statewide
significance program is to develop a statewide road and bridge
system that encompasses economic efficiency, provides
accessibility to and from commercial, agricultural, tourist and
recreational facilities and enhances the higwhay safety,
environmental quality and land use goals of this state.

(2) The corridors shall encourage the growth and
development of transportation, tourist, commercial and
agricultural businesses of this state.

(3) The corridors shall be compatible with any
regional development strategies developed by local governments and
adopted by the Governor.

(4) The Oregon Transportation Commission shall
select the corridors that are a part of the program after the
following has occurred:

(a) The commission shall prepare a preliminary list
of projects and evaluate their effect on implementation of the
most current Six~Year Highway Plan, Modernization Program and
Maintenance and Preservation Program;

{b) The commission shall hold public hearings
throughout the state that allows private citizens and
representatives of local government to comment on and review the
preliminary list to determine if the proposed corridors are
compatible with any regional development strategies that may
exist;

(c) The commission shall review the comments
received during the public hearing process on the preliminary list
of projects and consult with a committee of the Legislative
Assembly whose primary responsibility is to address transportation
or economic development matters before making a final selection;
and

(d) The commission shall select the final corridors
and conduct public hearings throughout the state, in conjunction
with public hearings on the Six-Year Highway Plan, but shall
distinguish between the two programs and allow private citizens
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and representatives of local government to review and comment on
the final list to determine if the final corridors are compatible
with any regional development strategies that may exist;

SECTION 4. Section 5 is added to and made a part of ORS 366.524
to 366.540

SECTION 5 Money paid to counties under ORS 366.524 to 366.540
shall be used only for the purposes stated in sections 3 and 3a,
Article IX of the Oregon Constitution and the statutes enacted
pursuant thereto including ORS 366.514.

(2) Counties receiving monies under ORS 366.524 to
366.540 shall report during each Legislative Assembly the
expenditures of those monies in each of the following areas:

(a) maintenance;

(b) preservation;

(c) construction; and
(d) modernization

SECTION 6. ORS 366.790 is amended to read:

(1) Money paid to cities under ORS 366.785 to
366.820 shall be used only for the purposes stated in sections 3
and 3a, Article IX of the Oregon Constitution and the statutes
enacted pursuant thereto including ORS 366.514.

(2) Cities receiving monies under ORS 366.785 to
366.820 shall report during each Legislative Assembly the
expenditures of those monies in each of the following areas:

{a) maintenance;

(b) preservation;

(c) construction; and
(d) modernization

SECTION 7. ORS 803.420 is amended to read:

803.420 (1) delete "$20" and insert "$40". No other changes in
registration fees.

SECTION 8 On January 1, 1988, ORS 319.020, as amended by

section 1, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, is further amended to
read:

(gas‘tax increase from 12 to 14 cents)

SECTION 9. On January 1, 1988, ORS 319.530, as amended by

section 2, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, is further amended to
read:

(Gas tax increase from 12 to 14 cents)
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SECTION 10. On January 1, 1988, ORS 767.820, as amended by
section 2b, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, is further amended to
read:

(Change in Table "A" to reflect new assumptions of miles per
gallon in 1986 Cost Responsibility Study and the first gas tax
increase of 2 cents. Table "B" has no change based on the current
Cost Responsibility Study. There are some adjustments in "C" and
"D" ) .

SECTION 11. On January 1, 1988, ORS 767.825, as amended by

section 11, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, is further amended to
read:

(Flat fees reflects a reduction for gas vehicles to accommodate
for gas tax increase of 2 cents and no change for diesel
vehicles). ‘

SECTION 12. On January 1, 1989, ORS 319.020, as amended by
section 2, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, and section 8 of this
Act, is further amended to read:

(gas tax increase from 14 to 16 cents)

SECTION 13, On January 1, 1989, ORS 319.530, as amended by
section 2, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, and section 9 of this
Act, is further amended to read:

(Gas tax increase from 14 to 16 cents)

SECTION 14. On January 1, 1989, ORS 767.820, as amended by
section 2b, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, and section 10 of this
Act, is further amended to read:

(Change in all tables to reflect new Cost Respbnsibility Study.
All tables based on new assumptions for miles travelled and miles
per gallon, as well as split between basic vehicles and trucks).

SECTION 15. On January 1, 1989, ORS 767.825, as amended by
section 11, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, and section 11 of this
Act, is further amended to read:

(Flat fees reflects assumptions of the 1986 Flat Fee Study).

SECTION 16. On January 1, 1990, ORS 319.020, as amended by
section 2, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, and sections 8 and 12 of
this Act, is further amended to read:

(gas tax increase from 16 to 18 cents)
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SECTION 17. On January 1, 1990, ORS 319.530, as amended by
section 2, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, and sections 9 and 13 of
this Act, .is further amended to read:

(Gas tax increase from 16 to 18 cents)

SECTION 18. On January 1, 1990, ORS 767.820, as amended by
section 2b, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, and sections 10 and 14
of this Act, is further amended to read:

(Change in all tables to reflect new Cost Responsibility Study.
All tables based on new assumptions for miles travelled and miles
per gallon, as well as split between basic vehicles and trucks).

SECTION 19. On January 1, 1990, ORS 767.825, as amended by
section 11, chapter 209, Oregon Laws 1985, and sections 11 and 15
of this Act, is further amended to read:

(Flat fees reflects assumptions of the 1986 Flat Fee Study).

SECTION 20. ORS 366.524 is amended to read:

(50/30/20 split on the first 2 cent, 68/20/12 on the next 4 cent
and the registration fees).
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PROPOSED CORRIDORS FOR MAJOR EMPHASIS /ff?,%?:' ~EvER 2P 6 1087
*A Program Concept” B
SUMMARY
SIX-YEAR PROGRAM | UNFUNDED NEEDS PROPOSAL
Length Cost Length | Cost Cost
Corridor Name Miles Miles |Millions; Miles [Millions| Millions

Portland-California

Highway 26-Highway 97 | 317 8.0 |$27.0 | 103 | $137
Coos Bay-Interstate 5

Highway 42 » 77 4.9 |$ 12.2 18 $ 55

Highway 38 1.2 |$ .7 14 $ 53
Astoria-California

Highway 101 347 35.0 | $ 81.8 151 $287
Sunrise ,

Highway 212-Highway 224 14 - -- 14 $185
Lower Columbia River

Highway 30 99 3.5 |$ 9.7 22 $ 43

TOTALS 854 92.6 | $131.4 322 $760 $500

*See Proposed Corridor Selection Process

3/31/87 Copies to:
--Director (15)
--ASHE's
--Potter
--Royer
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PROPOSED CORRIDOR SELECTION PROCESS

Identify Corridors - 0DOT and the OTC will
draft a preliminary list of corridors
to be considered at public hearings
throughout the state next fall.

Identify Criteria - ODOT will work with
Llegislature to establish criteria
for final selection of corridors

Passage of Bill

Analysis of Corridors - ODOT will evaluate
the preliminary 1ist of corridors in
terms of the criteria established by
the Legislature

Public Hearings - 0DOT will hold several
hearings throughout the state to take
public testimony on the selection of
the corridors '

Corridor Selection - OTC announces final
selection of corridors

Project Selection - Public hearings and
selection of specific projects on
the corridors will be held in con-
junction with the public hearings ,
and project selection process of the
Six-Year Plan. Corridor projects will
be identified separately.

March-April

April

June

July-Aug.

Sept.-Oct.

Nov.

Spring



ROAD FINANCE (. ,\&GE - HILLIONS OF DOLLARS {2¢2¢2 W/REGISTRATION FEE INCREASE FF™ "JIVE JAN. 1988)

TOTAL
REAL $
TOTAL INFLATION
1998 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 NOMINAL $ é 4
CURRENT LAN
CITY $39.1 8396 5303 #39.5  #40.3 0.9 $AL.e  SAD2 4.7 SAL9 S4B $333.L
COUNTY $63.1  $63.9  $63.4  $63.8  #85.1 660 $87.1  $68.1  $69.0  #69.3  $658.8  $537.7
STATE $190.3  S192.8  $19L.3  $192.5  SI96.3  S199.3 62025  $205.6 42081  $209.0 §1,987.7 $1,622.3
CT0TAL $292.5  $296.3  $204.0  $295.8 #3017 $308.2 3102 $315.9  #319.8  #320.2  $3,050.6  $2,493.1
NEW REVEMUE
MOTOR FUEL TAX $9.9  $35.6 4.4 $70.0  $7N.3 475 $71.8 #78.2  $78.3  $78.0  $451.1  $513.9
WEIGHT-NILE TAL $0.0 6.4 $20.3  $32.9  $3.20 350 $36.3  #37.2 $38.1 8387 $28L.2  #2U0.5
REGISTRATION FEES $13.9  $26.3  $25.5 6264 $2B.6  $29.1  £29.4  $30.1  $30.5  $31.0 #2700 $210.9
ToTAL $23.5 $68.3  $109.2 #136.3  SIAD.L  #IALT  SU43.7  SHAS.5  S140.0  SIAT.7 $1,208.3  $949.2
o,
.A’_- DISTRIBUTION 1 :
20 CHY $.8  $13.7  $20.8  $27.3  $28.0 $20.3  $28.7  $29.1  $29.4  $29.5  $240.7  $189.9
30 COUNTY $T.1 $20.5 $3.8 409 2.0 $42.5  M3.1 0 $43.7 M.l B3 $361.0  $284.8
50 STATE $11.9 $34.1 $34.4 $68.1 $70.0 $70.9 $71.9 $72.8 $73.5 $73.9 $601.5 $474.5
T0TAL $23.8  §68.3  $109.2  $136.3  SL0.1  SMLT  $M43.7  SI45.5  SI47.0 ST $1,208.3  $949.2
o
2," _é__msrmunou 2 | |
20 Tx o $3.7  $10.6  $16.0  $19.5  $20.0  $20.2 5205  $20.7  $20.9  $21.0 4731  $136.8
30 A0  CouAIY $5.8  $16.6  $25.4  $31.0 318 32,2 8326  $33.0 4333 $33.5  4215.3  SALS
50 oy SWE $14.4 $AL.2  $67.8  $85.8  $BB.3  #89.4  $90.6  $91.8  $92.7  493.2  $755.1  $595.1
._——' / -—won g
¢ 4;5 TOTAL $23.8  $68.3  $109.2  $136.3  $140.1  S141.7  $143.7  SM5.5  SMT.0 SIA] $1,203.3 $949.4

oA

MOTOR FUEL AMD WEIGHT-NILE TAX INCREASES EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1988, 1989 & 1990 DETAIL MAY NOT ADD TO YOTAL DUE TO INDEPENDENT ROUNDING



CORRIDOR: US 26-Highway 97
TERMINI: Portland to Californfa State Line
LENGTH: 317.4 miles

Operational Goals for Corridor: The goal is to reconstruct capacity

Iota\

deficient sections and improve the alignment for 55 mph travel with
stable traffic flow. This recognizes that the route functions as a
major interstate route with heavy truck traffic and has a significant
commercial and recreational aspect to its operation. Additional lanes
will be added to provide passing opportunities and improve capacity
where necessary for trucks and recreational vehicles. All recon-
struction would provide modern shoulder widths to acconmodate disabled
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians.

Improvements in Corridor for
Operational Goals:

Improvements Funded

in Six-Year Program Unfunded Improvements
Miles Cost Roadway Type Miles "Cost
(000's) (000's)
6.10 $ 6,800 Five Lane ' 0.15 9 230
11.2 12,300 Four Lane 18.85 $ 30,020
Three Lane
2.5 1,000 (Passing Lane) 1.50 $ 9,600
Realignment/Widen
28.4 6,800 to Modern Width 82.90 $ 97,465
X X City Bypass 0.00 $ 0
48.2 26,900 103.40 $137,315
Notes:

Includes - The Dalles/California Highway
- Mt. Hood Highway
- Warm Springs Highway

" GAP :WHW:pf:3-30-87



CORRIDOR: Coos Bay-Interstate §

TERMINI: Coos Bay to Interstate 5
LENGTH: 77.17 _ miles

Operational Goals for Corridor: I-5 to Coos Bay Corridor has two primary
service corridors, Highway 42 (Coos Bay to Roseburg) and Highway 38
(Umpqua Highway). The routes must be improved to handle heavy truck
traffic, some tourist traffic, and provide stable traffic flow with 55
mph wherever practicable. The various projects would provide passing
opportunities, modern lane and shoulde[/widths. and wherever possible
an alignment to provide 55 mph travel.=

Improvements in Corridor for
Uperational Goals:

Improvements Funded

in Six-Year Progranm Unfunded Improvements
Coos Bay-Roseburg Hwy. / Uinpqua Hwy. Coos Bay-Rosecburg Hwy. / Umpqua Hw)
Miles Cost Miles Cost Roadway Type Miles Cost Miles Cost
— (000°s) (000's) (000°s) (000
$ : Five Lane 0,00 § 0 1.28 $ 2,1
Four Lane 3.01 §$ 9,090 0.00 §
Three Lane

0.8 $498 (Passing Lane) 0.00 § 0 0.65 § 3

Realignment/
Widen to

4.5 $12,180 0.4 $200 Modern Width 12.21 $34,754 11.90 $50,6

City Bypass 2.50 3§11,270 0.00 $
Total 4.9 $12,180 1.2 $698 17.72 555.114 13.83 $53,1

Notes:

1/ Another proposed route, not included in the figures, is the Coos Bay-
Roseburg/Wagon Road at a cost for a 4-lane facility of $380 million,
but $300 million probably represents a reasonable cost for a 2-lane
facility with passing lanes.




CORRIDOR: Us 101

TERMINI ; Border to Border
LENGTH: 347.2 miles

Operational Goals for Corridor: The major operational goals for the
corridor are to provide additional passing opportunities and capacity
improvements, to handle the very high traffic levels of tourists and
recreational vehicles on the coast highway. All improvements must
provide timely and safe opportunities for bicycles and pedestrians.
Wherever improvements are contemplated on the Oregon Coast Highway,
the scenic and recreatigpa] qualities of the Oregon Coast must be
carefully considered. =

Improvements in Corridor for
Operational Goals:

Improvements Funded

in_Six-Year Program Unfunded Improvements
Miles Cost Roadway Type Hiles Cost
(000's) (0007s)
2.8 $ 5,300 Five Lane 6.16  § 10,650
0.7 $44,000 Four Lane 35.79 $ 62,838
Three Lane
4,2 $ 2,300 (Passing Lane) 0.00 $ 0
Realignment/Widen
27.3 $30,200 to Modern Width 103.07 - $213,617
City Bypass 0.00 $ 0
Total 35.0 $81,800 151.02 287,105
Notes:

1/ Major city bypasses (such as Lincoln City) are not included because of
the significant economic, social, and environmental factors associated
with such a major route relocation. Preservation and/or replacement
of major coastal bridges are not included.

GAP :WHW :pf:3-30-87



CORRIDOR: Sunrise

TERMINI 2 McLoughlin to Heidi's
LcNGTH: 13.5 miles

Operational Goals for Corridor: - The goal of this corridor is to provide an
arterial facility, to provide relief for traffic congestion in the
southeast Portland, East Multnomah County area. Reconstruction would
provide a freeway type facility with interchanges between Milwaukie
and Interstate 205, From I-205 to the Mt. Hood Highway, construction
would provide an expressway with at-grade crossroad intersections.
Throughout the corridor, reconstruction would provide capacity and
aligniment adequate for 55 mph traffic with stable flow.

Improvements in Corridor for
Operational Goals:

Improvements Funded

_Jn Six-Year Program Unfunded lmprovements
Miles Cost Roadway Type Miles -Cost
(0007s) ‘ (0007s)
$ Five Lane 9.7 $ 95,000
Four Lane 3.8 $ 90,000
Three Lane .
(Passing Lane) 0.0 $ 0
Realignment/Widen
to Modern Width 0.0 $ 0
City Bypass 0.0 § 0
' Total 13.5  $185,000
Notes:

GAP :WHW : pf:3-30-87



CORRIDOR: Lower Columbia River

TERMINI: Astoria to Portland
LENGTH: 99.34 miles

Operational Goals for Corridor: The goal for this corridor is to recon-
struct capacity deficient sectfons, provide an alignment that would be
adequate for 55 mph traffic with stable flow, and provide a 7.7 mile
bypass of the City of Astoria, with improved access to the Port of
Astoria. Throughout the corridor, additional lanes would be provided
for passing opportunities, increased capacity, and reconstruction to
modern lane and shoulder widths.

Improvements in Corridor for
Operational Goals:

Improvements Funded

in Six-Year Program Unfunded Improvements
Miles Cost Roadway Type Miles Cost
2.7 $ 6,210 Five Lane 2.40 $6,960
0.8 3;462 " Four Lane 2.70 $0
Three Lane
— (Passing Lane) 0.00 $0
Realignment
Widen to
- Modern Width 11.62 $22,609
City Bypass 5.50  $13,000
Total 3.5 $9,672 22,22 $42,569
Notes:

GAP:pf:3-25-87
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64th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1987 Regular Session

House Bill 2783

Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (at the request of Oregon State Homc
Builders Association)

~

SUMMARY

The fbllowmg summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief stalement of the essential features of the
measure as introduced.

Defines “new construction” for purposes of determining increase in tax base due to new con- .
struction. Prohibits imposition of certain system development charges after operative date of the
Act. Becomes operative on effectwc date of constitutional amendment allowing growth in tax base
if there is new construction in tax unit (House Joint Resolution 18).

A BILL FOR AN ACT

Relating to finance.

- Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. For purposes of section 11, Article Xl, Oregon Constitution, and as used in this
Act, unless the context otherwise requires:

(1) “New construction” or “newly constructed real property” means real property that causes
an increase in the true cash value of a taxing unit for the fiscal year and is:

(a) A building or structure newly created or made or in the process of making or creating; or

{b) The portion of an existing building or structure newly added or in the process of being newly
added if, as a result of the addition, the exterior perimeters of the existing building are en]a}*ged
or a new story or stories are added. However, a new building or structure or an addition to an
existing building or structure shall not be considered “new construction” or “newly constructed real
property” unless a permit for the construction is issued under the structural code, as defined in ORS
456.750, and the construction causes a physical reappraisal of the property for the fiscal year for
ad valorem property tax purposes. _

(2) “Urban renewal area”™ means an urban renewal area for which a certificate has been filed
under ORS 457.430 and for which the plan for the urban renewal area contains a provision that the
ad valorem taxes be divided in accordance with ORS 457.440. '

SECTION 2. For purposes of determining the increase in the tax base of a taxing unit under
paragraph {(d) of subsection (4) of section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, the value of commer-
cial facilities under construction granted cancellation of assessment under ORS 307.330 and 307.340
and the value of multiple-unit housing exempt from ad valorem taxation under ORS 307.600 to
307.690 shall be included in determining the amount of increase in true cash value for the taxing
unit caused by new construction or newly constructed real property for the fiscal year in which the
cancellation or exemption is first terminated.

‘SECTION 3. (1) An increase in true cash value as a result of new construction in an urban
renewal area shall not be taken into consideration in determining an increase in the tax base for
a taxing unit in which the urban renewal area is located under paragraph (d) of subsection (4) of
section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, unless, for the fiscal year, the total true cash value of

the taxable property in the urban renewal area exceeds the total true cash value specified in the

NOTE: Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter [italic and bracketed} is existing law to be omitted.
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certificate or amended certificate filed under ORS 457.430. However, if the total true cash value
of the taxable property-inlhe urban renewal area exceeds the total true cash value specified in the
certificate or amended certificate, the increase in true cash value over the amount specified in the
ceriificate or amended certificate in the urban renewal area caused by new construction shall be
taken into consideration in computing the increase in the tax base of the taxing unit under para-
graph (d) of subscction (4) of section 11, Article X[, Orcgon Constitution, subject to and in the
manner provided in subsection (2) and paragraphs (b) and (¢) of subscction (3) of this section.

(2) For cach fiscal year, the county assessor shall compute the amount of increase in true cash
value of all taxable real property in cach taxing unit that is caused by new construction both in-
clusive and exclusive of the value of the new construction that takes place in an urban renewal area
over the amount specified in the certificate or amended certificate. '

(3) The computations made under subsection (2) of this section shall be used to determine the
increase in tax base of a taxing unit on account of new construction under paragraph (d) of sub-
section (4) of section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, for the fiscal years described as follows:

(a) For any fiscal year in which the levy of the taxing unit is divided under ORS 457.440, or for
any fiscal year immediately following a fiscal year in which the levy of the taxing unit is divided
under ORS 457.440, the amount computed by the assessor under subsection (2) of this section that
is exclusive of the new construction in the urban renewal area shall be uscd to determine the in-
crease in tax base under paragraph (c) of subsection (4) of section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitu-
tion.

(b) The increase in true cash value of a taxing unit in which an urban renewal area is located
caused by new construction in the urban renewal arca over the amount specified in the certificate
or amended certificate shall first be reflected in the tax base of the taxing unit for the fiscal year
following the fiscal ycar in which the full value in the taxing unit is placed upon the assessment
and tax roll under ORS 457.450 (2). The increase in tax base caused by the new construction in the
drban recnewal area shall be retlected by making the following calculations, which shall be used
solely to determine the tax base for the taxing unit for the fiscal year described in this paragraph:

(A) For each consecutive fiscal year beginning on and after July 1, 1989, or on and after July
1 of the second fiscal year following the fiscal year in which new construction in an urban renewal
area first exceeds the amount specified in the certificate or amended certificate, whichever is the
later, recalculate ‘the tax base of the taxing unit in the manner described in paragraph (d) of sub-
section (4) of section 11, Article X[, Oregon Constitution, using the prior year’s tax base or recal-
culated tax base, whichever is applicable, and the amount computed by the assessor under
subsection (2) of this section that is inclusive of new construction in the urban renewal area over
the amount.speciﬁed in the certificate or amended certificate.

(B) Using the amount that is finally arrived at under subparagraph (A) of this paragraph as the
recalculated tax base for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year to which this section applies as
the previous year’'s tax base, and the amount computed by the assessor under subsection (2) of this
section that is inclusive of new construction in the urban renewal area over the amount specified
in the certificate or amended certificate, determine the tax base for the taxing unit under section
il, Article XI, Oregon Constitution for the fiscal year described in this paragraph.

(c) For each fiscal year after the fiscal year described in paragraph (b) of this subsection, the
increase in tax base of the\rtaxing unit shall be determined under paragraph (d) of subsection (4) of

section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, using the new construction amount compuled by the
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HB 2783

assessor under subsection (2) of this section that includes the new construction in the urban renewal
area over the amount specified in the certificate or amended certificate. .

SECTION 4. For purposes of determining the increase in tax base of a taxing unit under para-
graph (d) of subsection (4) of section 11, Article XI, Oregon Constitution, if the new construction
takes place on the same building site as a building or structure destroyed or damaged by any cause,
the value shall be included only to the extent that the value of the newly constructed real property

exceeds the value of the existing building or structure immediately prior to .its damage or de-

.struction.

SECTION 3. (1) Notwithstanding any law or rule to the contrary, on or after the operative date
of this Act, a city, county or other municipal corporation or political subdivision of this state shall
not impose, under ordinance or otherwise, a system development charge.

(2) As used in this section:

(a) “Capital improvement” means any of the following public facilities or assets: Water treat-
ment and distribution ‘faci]ities, waste water treatment facilities, sanitary sewers, storm water and
flood control facilities, and road systems. “Capital improvement” includes expansion of existing
capital improvements in order to add capacity to serve new residential dévelopment. “Capital im-
provement".shall be further defined by the Real Estate Commissioner by rule.

{b) “Developer” means a developer as defined in ORS 92.305.

{c) “System development charge” means any charge, fee or assessment levied against a devel-
oper of land intended for residential use or builder of homes or multifamily dwellings, where any
portion of the revenues collected are intended to fund any portion of the cost of capital improve-
ments necessary to meet the needs caused by new residential development.

(3) This section shall not apply to any systems development charge that has been bnlled prxor
to the operative date of this Act.

SECTION 6. This Act shall not become operative until the effective date of the constitutional
amendment proposed by House Joint Resolution 18 (1987 regular session). However, the Department
of Revenue and the county assessors shall take any action before the effective date of House Joint
Resolution 18 that is necessary to secure its implementation, including but not limited to the de-

termination of new construction value amounts for 1987 and 1988.

(3]
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64th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--1987 Regular Session

House Bill 2785

Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (at the request of Oregon State IHome
Builders Association)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief statement of the essential features of the
measure as introduced.

Restricts local government use of systems development charges. Sets forth related provisions,

A BILL FOR AN ACT
Relating to systems development charges. )
Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. Sections 2 to 5 of this Act are added to and made a part of ORS chapter 294.

SECTION 2. As used in sections 2 to 5 of this 1987 Act:

(1) “Capital improvement” means any of the following public facilities or assets: Water treat-
ment and distribution facilities, waste water treatment facilities, sanitary sewers, storm water and
flood control facilities, and road systems. “Capital improvement” includes expansion of existing
capital improvements in order to add capacity to serve new residential development.

(2) “Development exactions” includes system development charges, fees, land dedications and
construction, extension or enlargement of public facilities levied against or required of developers
of land intended for residential use or builders of homes or multifamily dwellings, where any portion
of the revenues collected, land dedicated or improvements made are intended to offset public facility
needs caused by the residential deveblopment. Any form of hookup or connection charges for public
water, sewer or storm drainage systems which are greater than the cost of inspection and con-
nection is a development exaction, except when: The revenue collected in excess of inspection and
connection costs is used to pay existing debt, the debt was incurred in order to increase the ca-
pacity of the system and adequate capacity exists to accommodate the new development being as-
sessed the charge.

(3) “Road systems” include roads and actompanying necessary curbs, drainage systems, lights,
signal lights and directional signs.

(4) “System development charge” means any charge, fee or tax levied against a developer of land
intended for residential use or builder of homes or multifamily dwellings, where any portion of the
revenues collected are intended to fund any portion of the cost of capital improvements necessary
to meet the needs caused by new residential development.

SECTION 3. (1) A systems development charge shall represent an equitable share of the rea-
sonably anticipated cost of expanding public facilities reasonably required for residential growth.

(2) To determine the equitable share of the anticipated costs to be assessed by a systems de-
velopment charge, a local government shall consider:

(a) That existing users of the system shall derive some benefit from improvements resulting from
the new development.

(b) That new users shall share with old users any ongoing costs or outstanding debt associated

NOTE: Matter in bold face in an amended section is new; matter (italic and bracketed] is existing law to be omitted
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with the operation, maintenance and construction of the system.

(3) A local government shall not impose a systems dévelop‘ment charge or increase an existing
charge until its public facility plan required by ORS 197.712 has been acknowledged pursuant to
ORS 197.251.

SECTION 4. (1) Al development exaction funds shall be deposited in an account»designated
solely for those funds.

{2) The budget committee shall review, annually, a report that sets out the manner in which
funds were expended and the projects that were funded.

(3) A local government shall not require payment of the funds described in subsection (1) of this
section until the structures served by the systems are 6ccupied.

SECTION 5. (1) Systems development charge expenditures or development exaction uses are
limited to those improvements necessary to expand existing public facilities or, because of residen-
tial growth, develop new public facilities. The prbjects on which funds are expended shall provide
a direct benefit to the development that is assessed a systems development charge.

(2) The expansion or development of facilities described in subsection (1) of this section does

not include the expenditure of funds to operate, maintain or repair existing facilities.

2]
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March 30, 1987

7175C/D3 - merge list
7174C/D3 - letter
Dear :

Thank you for your letter of February 18, 1987, regarding
your interest in moving the I-205 corridor light rail
project toward implementation. We too are interested in
improving transit in the I-205 corridor as well as in a
number of other regional travel corridors. However, we
suggest that HB 2270 as currently drafted is not the best
mechanism for accomplishing this objective. Rather, an
approach that provides funding for planning, engineering,
right-of-way acquisition and construction of LRT corridors
in general would be more appropriate and, depending upon
the level of funding, allows all of the highest priorities
to proceed.

In discussing this matter with Metro's Joint Policy
Advisory Committee on Transportation, comprised of elected
officials from throughout the region, the priority for
seeking transit funding is as follows:

1. First priority is to secure funding for capital and
operating purposes for the existing system. Any
proposals to fund LRT at the expense of this purpose
cannot be supported.

2. The second priority is to secure matching funds to
allow the next step to proceed on a package of three
regional corridors:

a. Sunset LRT -- currently identified as the next
LRT priority by the region; proceed with
preliminary engineering and Final EIS through
UMTA with available and programmed UMTA Section
9 and Interstate Transfer funds.
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b. McLoughlin LRT -- identified as required
improvement in conjunction with highway
expansion; consider proceeding with Alternative
Analysis/Draft EIS through UMTA with Interstate
Transfer funds set aside in the McLoughlin
Corridor Program.

c. I-205 LRT -- identified as providing support for
economic development and an intertie with the
Banfield LRT; consider proceeding with
preliminary engineering and a Final EIS through
FHWA with available Interstate "buslane
transfer" funds.

3. The third priority is to secure funding to allow
reconnaissance engineering to be conducted for the
remaining corridors and branches to clearly specify
alignments to be included in local comprehensive
plans for future consideration.

We appreciate your interest in the I-205 LRT facility and,
with your assistance, can continue to pursue transit
improvements for this and other priorities. However, we
request that legislation be consistent with these
priorities and not fund items that are at the expense of
other higher priority purposes.

Sincerely,

Richard Waker, Chair
Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation

Rena Cusma
Executive Officer

gl
7174C/D3



The Honorable Judith Bauman
State Representative

State Capitol, H474

Salem, OR 97310
Representative Bauman_

The Honorable Bill Kennemer
State Senator
"State Capitol, S314
Salem, OR 97310
Senator Kennemer _

The Honorable Ron Cease
State Representative
State Capitol, H279
Salem, OR 97310
Representative Cease_

The Honorable Joyce Cohen
State Senator

State Capitol, S216
Salem, OR 97310

Senator Cohen_

The Honorable Jane Cease
State Senator *&J,,
State Capitol, S21% =
Salem, OR 97310

Senator Cease_

The Honorable Darlene Hooley
State Representative

State Capitol, H491

Salem, OR 97310
Representative Hooley_

The Honorable Larry Sowa
State Representative
State Capitol, H472
Salem, OR 97310
Representative Sowa_

The Honorable Rod Monroe
State Senator
State Capitol, S205
Salem, OR 97310

Senator Monroe_

The Honorable Gene Sayler
State Representative
State Capitol, H367
Salem, OR 97310
Representative Sayler_



The Honorable Ron McCarty
State Representative
State Capitol, H287
Salem, OR 97310
Representative McCarty_

The Honorable Frank Roberts
State Senator

State Capitol, S206

Salem, OR 97310

Senator Roberts_

The Honorable Dave McTeague
State Representative

State Capitol, H492

Salem, OR 97310
Representative McTeague_

7175C/D3 ~ merge list
7174C/D3 - letter
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WASHINGTON coyp
: TY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERs O, fox 1

625-5522

CZrnoe cory-
_ Bruce. Lhner

March 13, 1987 "iJZLté'éﬂiﬁfi*,
73’?5. ,/ML/)’O &u.ua,/

Tom Brian, Mayor - )4“5%7 CZﬂﬁﬁguo,/MQ#7D
City of Tigard S%%y
P.O. Box 23397
Tigard, OR 97223

Dear Tom:

Although I recognize that it ‘was but an  individual

67

Sherwood, Oregon 97140

625-5523

suggestion of a "retiring" JPACT member, I am very concerned with

the statements made by Larry Deyo of Gresham, regarding JPACT
membership. I feel it is important to present my reaction
relative to Mr. Deyo's thoughts to you, as the City's JPACT
representative, now, rather than deal with an. accompllshed fact
later., ‘

. As a small city official, 1 was somewhat taken aback by Mr.
Deyo's suggestion that smaller communities did not have the need,
expertise, responsibility, or somehow the right to have official
input into JPACT decisions. Perhaps the relationship of the
"Wood Villages" of Multnomah County to their big brothers is
different than the way the "Sherwoods" in our county relate to
our "Beavertons" and "Tigards" (but I bet Wood Village et.al.
would take strong exception to the way they were characterized).

To use the Western Bypass as an example, this facility will
have enormous impacts on Sherwood, in many respects more so than
on any other community in the Southwest Corridor. To listen to a
suggestion that in effect we (and other small communities) should
be disenfranchised from the JPACT portion of this and other
planning processes because today we only have 2880 citizens, and
our staffing, street operations and capital needs amount to a
fraction of those in larger communities, is truly disturbing.

To now begin to consider the further segregation of
jurisidictions beyond the 1level of the broad membership
categories presently established would be a sad mistake.
Sherwood is certainly satisfied with the "single seat for all
cities in a county" arrangement. We have had our turn at the
helm under similar arrangements on other regional committees in
the past, and presumably in the future, a Sherwood official may
sit on JPACT.



I urge vyou to strongly oppose such changes in JPACT
structure if and when they are returned to the full committee.

Sincerely,
\

14

Jameg /Rapp

City "Manager

cc: Bonnie Hays, County Chairperson
Mayor and Council
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